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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED a.p. 1720. 
GOVERNOR: SIR NEVILE LUBBOCK, K.C.M.G. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
(Inewsding ACCIDENTS to DOMESTIC SERVANTS). 
The Corporation will act as :— 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 


Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 





Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary, 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


FIRE 


ENTAILS LOSS OF PROFITS. 
INSURE AGAINST IT BY THE 
“LAW GUARANTEE PROFITS POLICY.” 


For Prospectus and Rates, apply: 


LAW GUARANTEE 


TRUST & ACCIDENT SOCIETY, LIMITED. 
Heap OFFICE: 49, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
City Orrice: 70, CORNHILL, E.C. 
CAPITAL FULLY SUBSCRIBED =. £2,250,000. 


THE BRITISH LAW FIRE 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
5s, LOTHBURY, LONDON, E.C. 


(with Branches throughout the Kingdom), 

SUBSCRIBED OAPITAL AND RESERVES - -  £1,280,000 
FIRE, LOSS OF PROFITS DUE 10 FIRE, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY under 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. 1906, and independently thereof, ACCIDENT AND 

SICKNESS, and BURGLARY, 
Gentlemen in a position to introduce Business are invited to undertake Agencies within 
the United Kingdom. 
No Foreign Business undertaken. 
Manager and Secretary -H. FOSTER CUTLER. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 














ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - 
INCOME - - - 
YEARLY BUSINESS = - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 


£,317,000 

£ 843.000 
£ 3,000,705 
£23.680,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrruovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





‘Age | Premium | Age | Premium | Age ee 
20 | £178°%,| 30 | 81 16 %, | 40 | £2 10%, 








£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





Duration 


| 10 yrs. 20 yrs. 
Amount of Policy _ | £1,199 | £1,438 


30 yrs. 40 yrs. 
$1,724 £2,067 








Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Cases Reported this Week. 
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Current Topics. 
The Barristers’ Benevolent Association. 
Mr. AsquiTH, the Premier, is to take the chair at the annual 
general meeting of this association on Friday, the 2nd of April; 
at 4.30, in the Middle Temple Hall. 


Lord Wolverhampton. 

WE CHRONICLE, with much regret, the practical retirement of 
Lord WOLVERHAMPTON from the Council of the Law Society, 
owing to the provision in the Society’s Charter vacating his office 
on his not taking out a certificate. He was elected to the Council 
in 1889, and his twenty years’ service on that body has been of 
the greatest advantage to the profession. 


The New Treasury Solicitor. 

Mr. Jonn Pacet MELtor, C.B., barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed Treasury Solicitor, in succession to the Earl of 
DESART, who retires in the course of next month. Mr. MELLOR 
was called to the bar in 1886, and was appointed Assistant 
Treasury Solicitor in 1894. He has consequently had a some- 
what lengthened experience of the work of his department, and — 
he is believed to be fully competent to perform satisfactorily the 
duties of his new office. 


Blunders in the Cause Lists. 


Ir APPEARS from the remarks of Mr. Justice DARLING on 
Mr. TRuSTRAM's application on Saturday last, that not only the 
practice of the King’s Bench Division, but also the preparation 
of the cause lists, has been revolutionized. In what the learned 
judge satirically called “the old unregenerate days” the notice 
with reference to Mr. TRUSTRAM’S firm name would have aa 
in the cause list as “In re A Solicitor: taxation of a bill of costs,” 
whereas, under the new system, immediately after a bankruptcy 
notice headed “In re A Debtor,” there appeared a summons 
headed “In re Halse, Trustram & Co.,” which people might 
naturally suppose related to bankruptcy proceedings in connection 
with that firm. We think Mr. TrusTRAM has done good service 
to the profession in bringing the matter before the court, and we 
hope that the “ old unregenerate” system will be speedily restored. 


The Registration of Private Companies. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a letter calling attention to the minute- 
ness with which the Joint Stock Registrar considers it ——e 
to scrutinize the articles of a company which it is intended 
be a private company. ‘The requirements in such a case are con- 
tained in section 121 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 
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which replaces section 37 of the Act of 1907. The more im- 
portant are that the articles shall restrict the right to transfer the 
shares, and shall prohibit the invitation of subscriptions from the 
public. In the case referred to by our correspondents a stringent 
article restrictive of transfer was inserted among the special 
articles, but there was the general provision—usual in adopting 
Table A—that the table was to apply except so far as expressly or 
by implication excluded. Now Table A contains—very unneces- 
sarily—a set of clauses providing for the issue of share warrants, 
which, of course, confer the title to the shares on the bearer. This 
is obviously at variance with the special restriction on transfer 
contained in the articles, and there cannot be the slightest doubt 
that, as a matter of construction, the whole set of clauses were 
impliedly excluded. But at the Joint Stock registry this was 
not recognized, and the papers were returned for the required 
alteration in the articles to be made. It may be a matter of 
great inconvenience to have the registration of a company delayed, 
and the officials ought not to require this except in a case of clear 
necessity. However, to avoid delay, it should be remembered that 
the set of clauses in question must be expressly struck out of 
Table A. 


Allowance of Disbursements on Taxation. 


WE PRINT elsewhere a set of draft Rules of the Supreme Court, 
the most important of which is the rule to be inserted in ord. 65, 
r. 27, with respect to the allowance of disbursements on taxation. 
In Sadd v. Griffin (1908, 2 K. B. 510) it was held that, on a taxa- 
tion between solicitor and client under section 37 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1843, a disbursement could not be allowed unless it had been 
actually paid before delivery of the,bill. It appears that, prior to the 
decision, the opinion of the taxing-masters as to the practice under 
such circumstances was not unanimous ; but the decision was cap- 
able of working considerable hardship, and it is satisfactory that 
the new rule will override it. This allows of moneys not actually 
paid before delivery of the bill being included on taxation as dis- 
bursements, provided the bill states that they have not been paid, 
that they are set out in a separate heading, that they are paid 
before the commencement of the proceedings in which the taxa- 
tion takes place, and that they are made in discharge of an ante- 
cedent liability of the solicitor (including counsel’s fees). 
The conditions for allowing the disbursements seem to be 
needlessly stringent, and we should have thought that it 
was sufficient if the actual payment was made before taxation. 
The allowance on taxation will shew the propriety of the payment. 
In this respect the draft might very well be amended. The new 
rules also redraft ord. 39, r. 4, with a slight alteration as to the 
time for serving a notice of motion for a new trial ; and a change 
is made in ord. 58, r. 15—-which on the face of it seems merely 
verbal—with respect to obtaining from the Court of Appeal an 
extension of time for appealing. 


The Fees of the Public Trustee. 


WE print elsewhere an order made under the Public Trustee 
Act, 1906, which will replace, as from the Ist inst., the Fee Order 
of 1907. Substantially that Order and the fees payable under 
it, do not seem to be changed, and the policy of issuing an entirely 
new Order in order to have in one set of rules the existing arrange- 
ment as to fees may be commended. It is preferable to the 
common method of making alterations by a separate order, and 
leaving the officials and practitioners to make out the resulting 
effect. The Public Trustee will still charge a capital fee, at a 
descending a4 valorem scale, on acceptance of the trust—15s. per 
cent. up to £1,000; then 5s. per cent. up to £20,000; with 
smaller rates beyond ; and corresponding fees on the withdrawal 
or distribution of the trust property or any part of it. But the 
minimum fee under these provisions is reduced from £5 to £1. 
Further fees are payable on additional property being brought into 
the trust, and the ad valorem charge in respect of reversionary 
property may be deferred till it falls into possession. Where the 
duties of the Public Trustee are exceptionally onerous, a special 
fee may, with the approval of the Treasury, be charged. It is odd 
to make the Treasury the arbiter in such a case, since it is they 
who will profit. The Public Trustee may, as heretofore, make the 





| deprived of the privilege upon undertaking to administer an estate 
On the other hand, where the duties are exceptionally simple, fegg 
may, with the approval of the Treasury, be remitted, and a pro. 
vision is now introduced that where two or more trust estates are 
so connected so as to facilitate the administration, they may, for the 
purpose of determining the rate of fees, but not their incidence, 
be aggregated. Income fees are chargeable as before, £2 per 
cent. up to £500 and then £1 per cent., but not more than £] 
per cent. where the income is paid direct ; and there is a new pro- 
vision for payment, in lieu of this, of a fixed annual fee where the 
income is not liable to serious fluctuation. 


The Committee on the Inebriates Acts, 


THE ENGLISH law with regard to the criminal reponsibility of 
drunkards, as stated in the last edition of Russell on Crimes, 
is that, if the drunkenness be voluntary, it cannot excuse a man 
from the commission of any crime, but, on the contrary, must be 
considered as an aggravation of whatever he does amiss. This 
statement must be read with some limitations, for drunkenness 
has often been considered when a question arises as to the intent 
with which an act was done. The great mass of habitual drunk- 
ards, however, do not become criminal or have any necessity to 
shew their faces in a police-court, and are therefore beyond the 
scope of the existing legislation concerning inebriates. The report 
of the Departmental Committee to inquire into the operation of 
the law relating to inebriates, and to their detention in reform- 
atories and retreats, is accompanied by a separate volume contain- 
ing minutes of the evidence taken before the committee. The com- 
mittee are of opinion that there is no sufficient reason for interfering 
with the law as above stated. But they are also of opinion that the 
inebriate stands on a different footing. His drunkenness, and the 
condition of mind consequent on oft-repeated drunkenness, cannot 
be considered to nearly the same extent the result of his own volun- 
tary aetions. In hiscase the desire for drink is so overmastering, 
self-control is so inadequate, and in many cases the ill-effects 
of drink are so imperfectly appreciated, that it cannot be proper to 
hold the inebriate offender fully responsible. But, although the 
inebriate is less responsible than the sober person or the occasional 
drunkard, sg that it would be improper to punish him with the 
same severity that would be suitable for a sober person or an 
occasional drunkard guilty of the same offence, the committee 
consider that the State should safeguard itself from his offences by 
causing him to be detained in a reformatory so long as the habit 
remains which renders him injurious to the community. And 
they are of opinion that further powers and faeilities for the deten- 
tion of inebriates are urgently needed. We have no space to dis- 
cuss the recommendations of the committee in detail, but will 
only say that if they are adopted they will add enormously to the 
duties of our courts of summary jurisdiction. 


Juvenile Courts. 


OnE oF the most important sections of the Children Act, 
1908, which, save where otherwise expressly provided, comes into 
operation on the lst of April, is that which provides for juvenile 
courts. Magistrates when hearing charges against children—i.z, 
under 14, or young persons—i.c., from 14 to 16, must, under 
section 111, unless an adult is jointly charged, “sit either in a 
different building or room from that in which the ordinary sittings 
of the court are held, or on different days or at different times 
from'those at which the ordinary sittings are held.” A circular has 
been issued by the Home Office calling attention to this provision, 
and suggesting how it should be carried out. In large towns and 
in populous county petty sessional districts, where children’s cases 
are numerous, it is considered that arrangements should be made 
for holding the juvenile court in a separate building or 
separate room; and also that, where there is a sufficient 
attendance of magistrates, the business should be assi 
to a separate rota of justices who might be expected to become 
specially familiar with the law relating to children and with theif 
suitable treatment. Where arrangements of this kind cannot be 
made, then the language of the Act requires at least that the 
time of holding the court should be different from that for the 
ordinary business. But even here it should be possible to use @ 
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cases might very well be taken in the magistrates’ room. Now 
that this wholesome change in criminal practice has been made, it 
will be easier to realize that a magistrate dealing with a child is 
peorming a part analogous to that ofa parent or a schoolmaster. 

he offence has been committed beyond the bounds of the home or 
the school, but it is a child’s offence none the less, and requires 
to be dealt with on this footing. Another suggestion made by 
the Home Secretary we should have been glad to think was 
unnecessary. Under section 114, where a child or young person 
is called as a witness in proceedings relating to an offence against 
decency, the public may be excluded. It is obvious, however, 
that a girl should not be a witness under such circumstances unless 
accompanied by a female relative or friend, and the Home 
Secretary expresses his opinion to this effect, and also requests 
magistrates to check, under such circumstances, the abuse of 
cross-examination. 


Release from Liability for Calls. 


A RECENT decision of NEVILLE, J. (Brewer v. Nitrate Securities 
Trust (Limited), Times, March 22nd), setting aside a release from 
liability for calls given by a limited company to one of its 
members, is important both to lawyers and to those of the general 
public who are interested in limited companies. The case is 
reported at great length in the Times, occupying more than five 
columns, and the facts set out fully in the judgment are of 
considerable general interest. The legal point involved was a 
short one—whether the release which the company purported to 
give to one of its members was valid or not. The case stands as 
a decision that a company, registered with limited liability under 
the Companies Acts, 1862-1908, cannot release its individual 
members from liability to pay the amount due on their shares, 
and it is important as being, apparently, a case of first impression 
in this respect, and so far as the United Kingdom is concerned. 
However, notwithstanding the novelty and importance of the 
decision, the purely legal aspect is hardly noticed in the judgment, 
and is, in fact, almost shouldered out by the facts. The action 
was brought by five members of the company against the 
company, four directors, and one BAERLOCKER, a member, 
to set aside a forfeiture of 22,000 shares belonging to 
BAERLOCKER, and a resolution, passed by the majority of the 
members of the company in general meeting, releasing 
BAERLOCKER from all liability in respect of his shares. 
For the present purpose the lengthy statement of facts in the 
case may be summarized by saying that BAERLOCKER was really 
4 nominee of certain of the directors ; that his liability was their 
liability, and that the resolution was passed with the object of 
releasing these directors from the liability which would have fallen 
on them had payment of the amount due on BAERLOCKER’S shares 
been insisted on. On these facts NEVILLE, J., held that neither 
the forfeiture of BarRLOCKER’s shares, nor his subsequent release 
from liability, were bond fide transactions ; he also held that the 
release was an act beyond the powers of the company, and being 
thus ultra vires, it was competent for the dissenting minority at 
the general meeting to take steps for setting the resolution aside. 
Now, although the learned judge did in so many words hold the 
release to be ultra vires of the company, so meme: | stress is laid on 
the mala fides of the transaction, and so little care is taken to dis- 
ra pg clearly between the collective body of “shareholders ” 
and the company itself, that the real point of the decision does 


not stand out as it should. Moreover, it is remarkable that no 
cases were cited, and no mention made of any specific ground or 
Principle for holding the release invalid and ultra vires, 
Apparently there is no other reported case in the English 
reports dealing with the question of the validity or invalidity of 
an attempted release by a company of future liability for 


calls. Only by the effect of bankruptcy, or a duly 
made order of the court for reduction of capital, can a member be 
peared from his liability to pay the full amount of calls in respect 
of his shares. Not only for the purpose of paying the company’s 
creditors, but also for the purpose of adjusting the rights of the 
contributories infer se in a winding up, calls to the full amount 
res on the shares can be enforced: Welton v. Saffery (1897, 
a 299). Thecompany—an “artificial creature limited within 

© sphere of its action by the statute ” (ibdid., p. 305)—has no 


power to relieve its members of this liability. An Australian 
case affords a useful illustration of the exact point now decided, ~ 
apparently for the first time, in England : see Colonial Finance Co. . 
v. Goldsmith (& S. R. N. S. W. 164). In that case the member of 
the company executed an assignment of his property for the 
benefit. of his creditors, and the company joined in the deed and 
purported to release the future liability for calls. The company 
itself then went into liquidation, and the liquidator sued the mem- 
ber in respect of the amount unpaid on his calls. The Supreme 
Court of New South Wales held the deed of assignment to be no 
defence, on the ground that the attempted release was wlira vires 
of the company. This decision was afterwards affirmed by the 
High Court of Australia. 


The International Naval Conference. 

THE RESULTS of the recent Naval Conference which sat in London 
from December to February have now appeared in the shape of 
two Blue Books containing the proceedings of the conference, and 
the correspondence and documents relating to it. The p i 
(Cd. 4555, the more bulky Blue Book) are in French, and conclude 
with the text of the final protocol. The correspondence and docu- 
ments include the final protocol in French and English. The 
poeta itself (containing the declaration concerning the laws of 
Naval War) was signed in the French language only. The Inter- 
national Naval Conference met in order to supplement the 
work of the second Peace Conference at The Hague in setting 
up an International Prize Court. With reference to the new 
Prize ‘Court, we drew attention in our issue of October 
5th, 1907 (51 Soxicitors’ JouURNAL, 777), to the necessity for 
« telling it what law it is to administer.” The recent Naval Con- 
ference has now prepared a document in the nature of a Convention, 
to which it is intended that the signatory Powers at the Peace 
Conference shall be parties, styled a Declaration concerning the 
Laws of Naval War. This document, which will be known as the 
Declaration of London, formulates a set of rules relating to 
prize law, and these rules will be observed by and held binding on 
all Powers who adhere to the Declaration. The effect of the pro- 
mulgation of the Declaration is to constitute a body of law for the 
guidance of the new Prize Court. The full text of the Declaration 
in English is printed by the Times of March 22nd, and copious 
extracts are also given from the instructions of the British 
Government to their delegates, the report of the Drafting 
Committee, and the report of the British delegates. The instruc- 
tions given to the delegates were to endeavour to come to a 
definite understanding, so as to enable definite rules to be formu- 
lated on various named points of maritime and naval law, such 
as contraband, blockade, rights of neutrals, ete. Agreement has 
been reached, sometimes by mutual concessions being made, on 
nearly every point submitted to the conference. 


The Points of Disagreement. 


ON Two points no agreement was found possible, and accord- 
ingly on these the International Prize Court will find itself com- 
pelled to seek light from general principles, which will in such a 
case probably mean the juridical idiosyncrasies and national lean- 
ings of the individual judges. These two points are: (1) The 
legality of the conversion of a merchant-vessel into a warship on 
the high seas ; (2) the question whether the nationality or the 
domicil of the owner should be adopted as the dominant factor 
in deciding whether property is enemy property. With respect to 
the first of these, it was one of the questions left unsolved at the 
Peace Conference, and further discussion has had no effect in 
bringing about unanimity. There appears to be no re: | 
accepted rule on the point, nor can any jents be addu 
As to the second of the unsettled points, the question of determin- 
ing whether the owner of goods on board an enemy vessel is a 
neutral or an enemy is dealt with by continental lawyers in one 
way, and in the United Kingdom and the United States in another. 
The continental plan is to determine the character (enemy or 
neutral) of the owner in accordance with his nationality ; the 
English view is that the owner's character in this respect is deter- 
mined by his domicil, Thus, Art. 58 of the Declaration (which 
runs: “The neutral or enemy character of goods found on board 





an enemy vessel is determined by the neutral or enemy character 
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of the owner”) conceals an ambiguity, and an owner who by 
English law would be a neutral might be an enemy by continental 
law. The authentic text of the Declaration is in French, and the 
difficulty of reproducing in English many French legal expressions 
(though real property law affords the best illustration) is illustrated 
very aptly by the translation (to which attention is called in a 
footnote) of en plein droit by “without notice”; certain articles 
may “without notice” be treated as contraband of war, distin- 
guishing these from certain others as to which a declaration and 
notification have to be made. The translation (or paraphrase) is 
certainly an ingenious one, but hardly intelligible without explana- 
tion ; it might almost have been better to say “as a matter of 
absolute right (en plein droit).” A singular constitutional difficulty 
in the case of the United States is noticed in the report of the 
British delegates. Under the American Constitution no appeal 
can be allowed from the Supreme Court of the United States. 
The difficulty of appealing de facto from the United States Court 
to the International Prize Court is to be got over by allowing the 
proceedings before the latter court to be in the nature of an 
action for compensation de nove. This is utilizing fictions in a 
manner that would have delighted Sir HENRY MAINE. 


Possession of Minerals. 


IT Is not alwaysan easy matter to determine whether a person 
has been in adverse possession of property during the statutory 
period for the purpose of acquiring a title under the Statute of 
Limitations. In the case of a house or other building, there can 
seldom be any doubt whether a person has or has not been in 
possession, and in respect of the surface of land generally the 
question rarely presents any difficulty. But with regard to mines 
and minerals it is different. It is obvious that there can be no 
actual or physical possession of unworked minerals. The indicia 
of ordinary possession are entirely wanting, and the real owner 
can only be said to be notionally in possession, which for all 
practical purposes is no possession at all. So much so that it not 
unfrequently happens that minerals which are supposed to be in 
the possession of the true owner have been worked for years 
without his knowledge by a stranger. When that happens and 
the statutory period has run, the question arises, what is the 
result of such possession? Does it merely give the stranger a title 
to what he has actually worked, or does it give him a title to the 
whole of the minerals of which he has worked part? In other 
words, is possessibn of part under such circumstances to be deemed 
possession of the whole? That was the point which came up for 
decision in (lyn v. Howell (reported ante, p. 269), and, in 
accordance with previous decisions, it was decided that title 
was only acquired under the statute to what had actually been 
worked, and that constructive possession of the whole would only 
be inferred where such inference was necessary to give effect 
to contractual obligations, or to preserve the good faith of a bar- 
gain. One curious and novel feature of the judgment was that 
the court held that the defendant was entitled, not only to the 
coal which he had actually worked, but also to the cavity where 
the coal had been. We confess we are unable to see how a title 
can be acquired under the statute in anything so unsubstantial as 
a vacuum. But, be that as it may, the decision is very interest- 
ing as being in all probability the only case in which the title toa 
cavity has been the subject of judicial decision. 


Lost Title Deeds. 


THERE 1s not much authority of any sort, and there are very 
few recent decisions, on the question whether a purchaser can 
resist specific performance on the ground of lost title deeds. It is 
a well-established rule that where deeds are missing, secondary 
evidence of their contents and execution may be given, and the 
mere fact that deeds have been lost does not relieve the purchaser 
from the performance of his contract, provided the loss is proved, 
and provided sufficient secondary evidence is forthcoming. But 
there must be sufficient evidence on those two points before the 
vendor can insist on completion. With regard to what secondary 


evidence is sufficient, there is not much doubt, the rules being 
tolerably well settled, but with regard to what evidence is necessary 
as to the loss of the deeds, there is more difficulty. It is obviousl 
not enough to merely state or depose to the fact that the d 














are lost. It must also be shewn that proper searches and inquiries 
have been made, and further that such searches and inquiries hayg 
been made in the proper quarter—that is, in all places where itis 
reasonably likely that the deeds have been deposited. An illus 
tration of this is afforded by the recent case of Apollo Co. v. Green. 
well before Eve, J., on the 16th of March. There the vendors, in 
answer to the purchaser’s inquiries, stated that one of the deeds 
had been lost and that they had made diligent search for it with. 
out result. The court thought that the purchaser was justified in 
saying that he was not satisfied as to the loss. It was pointed out 
by the judge that the diligent search might only have been made 
in places where the deed was least likely to be found, and that 
consequently the vendors’ answer might be just as evasive as the 
well-known answer of SAM WELLER when asked by the judge 
whether he saw his father in court. The rule, therefore, is clear 
that the loss of a deed must be proved by search in the proper 
quarter, but what is the proper quarter is often a question of some 
difficulty, and can only be decided with reference to the facts of 
each particular case. 








Long Leases and Rights of Light. 


IN connection with the granting of leases for long terms, more par- 
ticularly of premises in or near a town, it is important to consider 
the precautions necessary for protecting the lessor against the 
acquisition of rights of light to the prejudice of his property. 

An easement of light, it will be borne in mind, differs from other 
easements in this, that the actual enjoyment of access of light for 
twenty years without interruption (not being enjoyment by 
written consent) gives rise to an indefeasible right under section 
3 of the Prescription Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 71), notwithstanding 
that the servient tenement is in lease during the whole period; 
and since, by section 4 of the Act, an interruption effective to bar 
a prescriptive title must be submitted to for a year, uninter- 
rupted enjoyment for nineteen years and a day will put it 
out of the power of any person interested in the servient tene 
ment to prevent the right becoming absolute at the end of 
twenty years (Fiight v. Thomas, 11 A. & E. 688), it follows 
that a lessor, granting a lease for a term even short of 
twenty years, runs considerable risk of finding his property, when 
the reversion falls in, fettered by rights of light acquired during 
the subsistence of the lease. Unless, indeed, special preventive 
measures are taken when the lease is granted, the lessor seems to 
be very much at the mercy of his tenant in this connection. 

In acase which has recently arisen, A. granted to B. a lease for 
thirty-five years of a house in London, the premises comprising an 
open yard atthe rear. About eighteen years ago, C., the owner of 
land abutting on the yard, erected a building, having windows 
overlooking the yard, and B. (possibly for a consideration) has 
ever since allowed free access of light and air to these windows 
over the yard. A., who has just discovered this, desires, when 
B.’s lease expires in some three years’ time, to erect buildings 
on the yard which would completely block out light from 
the windows in question, and has accordingly requested B. either 
to obtain a written acknowledgment from C. or to obstruct 
the windows or allow A. himself to do so. B., however, point 
blank refuses to do anything of the kind, and A. is i 
“a tight place.” He has no power without B.’s consent to enter 
and erect screens, and has no remedy against B., by way of 
damages or otherwise, for B. bas not committed a breach of any 
express or implied covenant in the lease. Neither is there any 
right of action against C., who has done nothing he was not 
legally entitled to do. Apparently, as was suggested by POLLOCK, 
C.B., in Frewen v. Phillips (11 C. B. N.S. 449), A. has no 
alternative but to remain passive, whilst B., in the course of the 
next few months, acquires an indefeasible right of light highly 
detrimental to A’s property. 

In order to avoid such a position as this arising, it would seem 
that in leases for terms of nineteen years or upwards a covenat 
should invariably be inserted by the lessor’s solicitor requiring the 
lessee to use his best endeavours to prevent easements being 
acquired affecting the demised premises, and as there might col 
ceivably be difficulty in obtaining specific performance of suchs 
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covenant, there should be added a covenant entitling the lessor 
to enter and do all acts necessary for protecting the premises 
against the acquisition of easements. An injunction restraining 
preach of the latter covenant could be obtained if need be. If we 
remember rightly, provisions for protection as regards rights of 
light and air are contained in leases granted by the Ecelesiastical 
Commissioners and possibly other owners of large London estates, 
but there does not appear to be at the present time anything 
like a uniform practice to secure protection such as is suggested 
above. Surely it is time that such a practice should be estab- 


lished. 


The Evidence Before the Land 


Transfer Commission. 
IIL. 


WE noticed last week the desire expressed by Mr. BRICKDALE that 
compulsory registration should be extended to the whole country, 
preferably by fresh legislation, but, if that cannot be secured, 
then by the obtaining of such a report from the Commission as 
shall enable the friends of registration to persuade the county 
councils to take the initiative under section 20 of the Land Trans- 
fer Act, 1897. In reference to the mode in which the extended 
system would be worked, the Registrar suggested that the best 
plan would be to establish a comparatively small number of local 
centres, each having a large number of branches. “ The local centre 
would contain the registers and records, and a staff of highly trained 
men. The branch offices would be largely worked by men who 
would have other employment—official or professional—so the 
expense would not be great” (Qn. 1231); and he further sug- 
gested that a branch office might be established “ wherever there 
is aregistry of the county court—that is to say, every ten or 
fifteen miles all over the country.” Thus “each branch office 
would have the registrar of the county court in attendance, and 
it would very likely be made part of his duties” (Qn, 1232). 
Mr. BRICKDALE estimated the expense of such a system as between 
£300,000 and £400,000 a year for the whole country, an estimate 
which he based on the present expense of the London office, 
increased in proportion to the population (Qn. 1244, 1245). This 
basis, however, did not seem to recommend itself to the Commis- 
sion, inasmuch as thinly-populated districts would expect adequate 
facilities, and Mr. BRICKDALE was asked to furnish at a later stage 
an estimate based on the number of the offices required and their 
probable cost (Qn. 1251). We have not noticed that this further 
estimate is included in the present evidence. 

The question of the relation of registration of deeds to registra- 
tion of title was discussed, and Mr. BRICKDALE recognized that it 
put a stop to frauds, cost little, and might be easily established. 
But he would treat it only as preliminary to registration of title-— 
a useful preliminary if general registration was likely to be long 
deferred, but otherwise not worth taking up (Qn. 1365). This 
was followed by his criticism of the scheme for the simplication of 
private conveyancing associated with the name of the late Mr. 
WOLSTENHOLME, a criticism which he had prepared for the Com- 
mission in the form of a memorandum. ‘The gist of it was that 
Mr. WoLSTENHOLME’S scheme would not prevent fraud, would 
not materially shorten investigation of title, and would not 
obviate the necessity for professional assistance. In short, it 
could not be regarded as an efficient substitute for registration of 
title (Qn. 1368). 

In regard to technical improvements of the Land Transfer 
Acts a discussion arose as to the necessity for vesting the legal 
estate in mortgagees, and reference was made to the complications 
which have resulted in attempting to secure that, under regis- 
tration, the first mortgagee shall always have the legal estate in 
the same way as under the present system of conveyancing. 
According to a well-known scheme, “instead of one document 
tosign, there are five documents more or less regarded as necessary 
in order to prevent the legal estate from being ever lost by the 
mortgagee.” ‘There seems a painful ingenuity displayed in that 
scheme,” observed one of the commissioners, and the registrar 
suggested that it was more elaborate than the circumstances 











generally require (Qn. 1380, 1381). He proposes to meet the 
difficulty by conferring the legal estate on the registered proprietor 
of the first registered charge for the time being. ‘“ On cessation of 
that charge the estate should be made to vest automatically in the 
proprietor of the next charge, if any, and, if none, to return (also 
automatically) to the registered proprietor of the land.” But in 
any case he insists that the register must be conclusive as to the 
legal estate, and that Capital end Counties Bank v. Rhodes 
(1903, 1 Ch. 631) must be overruled. The idea of getting rid 
of the legal estate altogether was abandoned for fear 
of rousing opposition. “We have enough to contend against 
already” (Qn. 1383). 

As to deeds off the register, Mr. BRICKDALE is not so com- 
plaisant, and he makes a proposal which, we imagine, is likely 
to excite much more opposition than any technical alteration 
of the law as to the legal estate—namely, that these deeds 
should cease to be exempt from duty when the registered 
deeds are duly stamped, and should bear their own duty 
in addition. ‘“ The registered instrument should, in my 
opinion, bear full stamp duty according to its tenor, leaving the 
other deed to fight its own battle with Somerset House under the 
ordinary law” (Qn. 1406). If the collateral deed requires only 
10s. the matter is not so important, but if this means that ad 
valorem duty is to be paid twice over, we can imagine nothing so 
likely to make registration unpopular. Mr. BricKDALE has a 
plan also for lessening the responsibility of his office by excluding 
the necessity of making inquiries on the premises with a view of 
discovering adverse claims. “I think that we might very well 
save the insurance fund from liabilities under this head by enacting 
that an absolute title should not include a guarantee against 
adverse rights which could be discovered by inspection of the 
ground” (Qn. 1407). He justified this for the reason that 
purchasers should make this inspection themselves, and that, 
with the responsibility thus diminished, the registry would still 
give them as much security as they got now. Whereupon Lord 
FABER interposed: “ But I venture to think that you ought to 
give them more than they get now. That is your strong point, 
is it not +In some respects, yes ” (Qn. 1433). The proposal, 
indeed, seems to give away toa large extent the case for regis- 
tration. We can only refer to the suggestion for relieving 
purchasers of part of the registration fees by dividing them 
between him and the vendor (Qn. 1435-1447), and we must 
pass over the evidence as to the Continental registries (Qn. 
1454-1543). Attention should be directed to a long series of 
questions put by Mr. BucKMASTER, which, with the answers, 
suggested that in regard to registered titles generally it is 
hazardous to dispense with professional assistance, and that as 
regards possessory titles, at any rate, the benefits of registration 
are doubtful (Qn. 1553-1652). 


The registrar's examination was resumed at a later stage, and 
produced the remarkable admission that an absolute title is in’ 
fact no protection to the first registered proprietor, and that all it 
gives to him is the right to confer an absolute title on a bona fide 
purchaser or mortgagee for value (Qn. 1864); and also than when, 
under the rules, title is examined “in accordance with the usual 
conveyancing practice,” but subject to modification as the registrar 
thinks fit, the result is to establish no rules as to title at all, but 
to leave everything to the discretion of the registrar, a discretion 
which, if the system is extended, must be delegated to numerous 
officials all over the country (Qn. 1879-1905). The registrar sug- 
gested that the Acts should be amended so as to make it clear 
that registered dealings shall prevail notwithstanding actual notice 
of adverse rights—a doctrire which may be thought to encourage 
dishonesty (Qn. 1984a-2004). The question of deeds off the register 
was again considered, and the registrar had to admit, when pressed, 
that a debenture trust deed was not suitable for registration, and 
that only a short charge would in fact be - on the register (Qn. 
2032-2040), an admission which was thought to discount his strong 


objection to collateral deeds. Statutory charges under the Public 
Health and similar Acts are, it seems, ineffectual against registered 


land until registration (Qn. 2042). A suggestion was made by 
Mr. Grecory for the issue of special guaranteed land certificates 
on which bankers and others could make advances without inquiry 
(Qn. 2057), and possibly more will be heard of this; though it is 
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difficult to see how the issue of such a certificate could, as Mr. 
BRICKDALE said, prevent the entry of a caution (Qn. 2069), 

The main interest of this volume of evidence lies in the ex- 
amination of the registrar, which we have summarized as fully as 
space would allow—and, we hope, fairly—and we must pass some- 
whatrapidly overtheremaining witnesses. Theregistrar’s views were 
supported by two of his assistants—Mr. HucH PoLLock and Mr. 
TW. WuitTmMorE Jones; and Col. CRESWELL, the secretary of 
the map department, gave evidence as to the practice of the 
registry in regards to maps, and as to changes which would be 
required in the event of the extension of registration to the country 
generally. Mr. J. E. Hoe, who is an authority on the Australian 
system of registration, also gave evidence, and advocated the 
abandonment of the present possessory and absolute titles, and the 
substitution of provisional and permanent registration in accord- 
ance with a draft Bill which he submitted. This involves quite 
a new scheme, and in the present state of the question it seems 
better to postpone its consideration. 

Then there were aconsiderable number of witnesses who were 
land owners and had had experience of dealings with registered 
land. Lord Exury, it seems, sent up to the registry the title deeds 
of his Moor Park Estate, and got the registrar to do for him for 
£75 a vast quantity of work which, as far as we can see, he 
would usually require to be done by solicitors ; and since the regis- 
tration Lord Epury’s agent, Mr. CouCHMAN, who also gave 
evidence, has been able to give purchasers of plots on the estate 
enough assistance to enable some half of them to dispense with 
professional assistance. But the purchasers had difficulty in 
obtaining advances—whether because they had no sufficient title 
at the time of building, or because solicitors did not like the way of 
doing business—‘‘a matterreferred to elsewherein theevidence” (Qn. 
3031)—is not altogether clear. Sir JOHN DoRINGTON, the chairman 
of the Gloucestershire County Council, effected a registration 
without the help of lawyers, but he had never brought the adop- 
tion of the system before his county council, as he was quite 
satisfied that he would get an almost universal negative (Qn. 
1786). Mr. Stoprorp SACKVILLE, the chairman of the North- 
amptonshire County Council, narrated the circumstances under 
which that body declined to adopt the system. Mr. H. M. 
KNOWLES, of the London and South-Western Bank, gave evidence 
as to the practice of the bank in lending money on deposit of title 
deeds oe on deposit of land certificates ; and as to the latter, he 
appeared to think it safe to lend the money first and search the 
register afterwards (Qn. 2841). And some nine witnesses, 
besides those mentioned, gave evidence of their success in deal- 
ing with registered land without professional help, and of the 
saving effected. Evidence was also given by Mr. 8S. L. BuLLOcK, 
solicitor, of Basingstoke, who pointed out the additional trouble 
caused in conveyancing by the interposition of the registry, and 
by Mr. H. P. Surtees, solicitor, of Bedford-row, who testified to 
the benefit to his clients, and saving of trouble to his firm, caused 
by the registration with absolute title of an estate of 115 acres at 
Kew ; but he considered that the remuneration of solicitors was 
fixed on too low a scale, and that consideration should be had to 
the trouble involved in learning a new system. It may be noted 
that in his opinion “counsel are as bad as solicitors in accepting 
the principle of registration” (Qn. 3315). 

As we have already said, this is not the time to comment upon 
the evidence, and it would be useless, indeed, to attempt to do so 
while the opposing evidence is not available. But it is clear that 
aes gona is to continue, a very extensive amendment of the 

Transfer Acts will be necessary, and the question of its 
continuance will depend on whether Mr. BrickDALE has made 
out the advantages which we summarized from his evidence last 
week, and, if so, whether they are counterbalanced by the trouble 
of referring all conveyancing to a public office, and the other 
disadvantages, direct and indirect, incident to registration of title 
in this country. 








There has recently been a striking increase in the number of libel 
actions, says a writer in the Globe. No fewer than thirty-three are 
entered in this week’s special jury list. While Lord Russell of Kil- 
lowen was Lord Chief Justice libel actions were comparatively scarce ; 
he did not conceal his strong dislike of libel proceedings of a vexatious 
character. Now actions for libel are more numerous than they ever 


were, 








Reviews. 
Children. 


THe Law or CHI~npREN AND YouncG Persons (IN RELATION 1% 
PENAL OFFENCES), INCLUDING THE CHILDREN ACcrT, 1908. 
Atuertey Jonss, K.C., M.P., and Hues H. L. Bertoy 
D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. With an IntropuctTion by the Right 
Hon. Hersert GuapsTone, M.P., Secretary of State for the Home 
Department. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 


This book is mainly concerned with the Children Act, 1908, and it 
contains the text of the whole of that statute with notes. Numerous 
earlier statutes have been repealed by the Act of last year, 
which represents a very important measure of consolidation and 
amendment. The Act is divided into six parts, and these form the 
subject of successive chapters of the Soak. One of the most 
interesting chapters is Chapter VIII., which contains Part V. of the 
Act, providing, amongst other things, for charges against children 
being heard in separate courts. But the recent statute does not 
contain the whole of the law with regard to children, and Chapter 
III.-V. are inserted after Part II. (Cruelty to Children and Young 
Persons) in order to deal with the subjects of Custody and Guardian. 
ship of Infants, and Employment of and Offences against Children 
and Young Persons. Chapter III., on Custody and Guardianship, 
contains a useful sketch of the inroads which have been made by 
statute and judicial decision on the common law rights of the father, 
so that the governing consideration is now, as was laid down in Re 
McGrath (1893, 1 Ch. 143), the welfare of the child. Chapter IV,, 
on the Employment of Children, states the relevant provisions of the 
Dangerous Performances Acts, 1879 and 1897, the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Children Act, 1904, and the Factory and Workshop Act, 
1901 ; and Chapter V., on Offences against Children, contains the 
provisions of the Offences against the Person Act, 1861, and the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885. All this represents a very 
considerable body of statute law, and in view of the changes effected 
by the Children Act, 1908, it is very convenient to have it collected 
in the present volume. 





Bills of Exchange. 


A Dicest or THE Law or Brits or EXcHANGE, 
NoTEs AND CHEQUES, AND NEGOTIABLE SECURITIES. 
M. D. Cuaumers, K.C.B., C.S.I. Sevenrsa Epirion. 
Sons (Limited). 


The success of a consolidating statute is well tested by the necessity 
for amending Acts, and it speaks much for the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, that no necessity for any alteration in it arose until Gerdon vy. 
London and Midland Bank (1903, A. C. 242) revealed the incon- 
venience in banking practice arising from the strict application of 
section 82. A banker was not entitled to protection under that 
section on collecting a crossed cheque if he credited it to the customer 
before actual receipt of the proceeds. This has now been altered by 
the Bills of Exchange (Crossed Cheques) Act, 1906. The courts, 
however, have had frequent occasion to consider the application of 
the consolidating statute. The question, for instance, of who is a 
“ fictitious or non-existing person” within the meaning of section 7 
(3), which gave rise to the Scaae case of Bank of England v. Vagliano 
(1891, A. C. 107), has furnished recent decisions in Vinden v. Hughes 
(1905, 1 K. B. 795) and North and South Wales Bank v. Macheth 
(1908 A. C. 137), and the facts and results of these have been given 
as additional illustrations to the sub-section, Similarly Cwrtis v. 
London City and Midland Bank (1908, 1 K. B. 293), given as an illus- 
tration to section 75 (revocation of banker’s authority), shews how a 
countermand of a cheque by telegram may be ineffective ; and gener- 
ally the recent authorities appear to have been carefully incorporated, 
though in the Appendix dealing with the Stamp Act, 1891, we miss 4 
reference to Dettinger v. Cohn (1908, 1 K. B. 582), which decided that 
a promissory note payable at sight must bear an ad valorem stamp, 
though a bill of exchange so payable gets off with 1d. The Table of 
Cases is followed by a Table of Cases Overruled, Doubted, or Explained, 
and to the relevant statutes, which are printed in Appendix II., there 
is added a list of Colonial laws on Bills of Exchange. The Act of 
1882 has done much to simplify the law of negotiable instruments, but 
it has not rendered unnecessary the assistance which this book 
affords to the practitioner, 
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Criminal Responsibility of Lunatics, 


A Stupy in Com- 
Sweet & Maxwell 


THE CrrmiaL ResponsiBitity or LUNATICS : 
PARATIVE Law. By Hemnrich OpPpENHEIMER. 
(Limited). 


The author here publishes his thesis written and approved for the | 


degree of Doctor of Laws in the University of London. Consequently 
the reader must not expect a legal text-book on the subject of lunacy 
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for use by practitioners. The book has no index, to begin with. 
The authorities are not always cited for the positions laid down, and 
often merely the name of a decided case is given without a reference 
by which it may be found. As a contribution to “Comparative 
Law,” Chapter ITT. contains extracts from codes and statutes of a 

eat many foreign countries, from the different cantons of Switzer- 

nd to “Sudan.” Among these “ Foreign Laws,” however, appear 
statements respecting the law of the criminal responsibility of 
Junatics in “New Zealand,” “Scotland,” “India,” “Gold Coast,” 
“Egypt,” and “ Canada.” Some fourteen of the States of the United 
States of America are also mentioned. In Montenegro, it appears, 
“the law contains no provisions as to the criminal responsibility of 
lunatics.” The author's researches thus cover a wide area. Apart from 
these statements in Chapter III. the book contains much interesting 
matter on the subject of insanity. In particular, the author points out 
that “criminal responsibility” is a legal term, belonging to the realm 
of positive law—law asit is. “ Insanity,” on the other hand, is pro- 
perly a medical term. Owing to doctors and lawyers fighting for the 

ssession of a large part of the territory comprised in the wide sub- 
ject. of insanity, great confusion has arisen as to how much 
really belongs to lawyers and how much to doctors. “Members of the 
legal and medical professions in this country have long been at 
daggers drawn over the rules which determine the criminal responsi- 
bility of lunatics and alleged lunatics.” The author does his best to 
reconcile this long-standing feud, and in endeavouring to present both 
the legal and medical sides certainly does a good deal to shew the 
nature of mental disease and how far the patient suffering from it 
should be held responsible in courts of law. The book concludes 
with an excellent chapter on “ Lunacy Experts.” 





Criminal Law. 


Gipson AND WeLpon’s STUDENT’s CRIMINAL AND MAGISTERIAL 
Law. WritTEN SPECIALLY FoR CANDIDATES FOR THE’ FINAL 
anp Honours EXAMINATIONS OF THE Law Society. By the 
Authors and A. Crirrorp FountaIne. Firru Eprrion. The 
“Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 

The Legislature has been busy during the last two or three years in 
amending the criminal law, and the editors of this work have had a 
somewhat arduous task to incorporate in the text the changes which 
have been made. Thenew statutes include, for instance, the Prevention 
of Corruption Act, 1906, the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, the Preven- 
tion of Crime Act, 1908, and the Children Act, 1908. Of less recent 


in naval wars, and shews the absurdity of suppressing neutral com- 
merce by means of blockade, and yet allowing enemy commerce to be 
carried on without hindrance. 


Books of the Week. 


Company Management: a Manual for the Daily Use of 
Directors, Secretaries, and others in the Formation and Management 
of Joint Stock Companies under the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, with Model Forms, References to Leading Cases, and Notes on 
the Limited Partnerships Act, 1907, with a Copious Index. By 
H. C. Emery, Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 

The Law of Carriage by Railway. By Henry W. Disney B.A: 
(Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 
_ Present-day Banking: its Methods, Tendencies and Character- 
istics. By Francis E. Stee xg, Fellow of the Institute of Bankers. 
Butterworth & Co, 


Amount of Compensation and Review of Weekly Payments under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. By Jon H. Greenwoop, 
B.Se., Barrister-at-Law. Price 2s. 6d. net. Jordan & Sons 
(Limited.) " 

The English Reports, Vol. XCII. : King’s Bench Division XXL, 
containing Lord Raymond 2 and 3 ; Fortescue ; Comyns 1 and 2. 
William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited.) 











Correspondence. 


“ Private” Companies. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—We have during the last six months registered two or three 
“ private” companies in conformity with the provisions of section 37 
of the Act of 1907, and with articles of association substantially 
adopting the revised Table A, and the papers have been duly 
accepted at the Joint Stock Registry, and a certificate of incorpora- 
tion granted. 

A few days ago we lodged at the registry the memorandum and 
articles of association of another company on similar lines, save that 
the articles contained a greater restriction on the transfer of 
than in the previous cases in that they confined the transfer of 





statutes the most important is the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, which 
has been in operation long enough for its utility to be appreciated. 
These and other statutes have been noted in the present edition, and 
references are given to the leading authorities ; and apart from the 
utility of the work as a student’s book, it presents a concise and well- 
arranged statement of criminal law and practice. The various 
offences are clearly classified, and the gist of the offence and the 

unishment stated ; and this—the main part of the book—is 
ollowed by an account of the courts which have criminal jurisdiction, 
and of the procedure both on the preliminary proceedings before 
justices, and on the trial. Part V. explains the summary jurisdiction 
of justices, and Part VI. gives in alphabetical order information as to 
miscellaneous matters coming under the jurisdiction of justices. One 
of the most difficult offences to a is conspiracy. At pp. 153- 
160 a very interesting account of the law on this head is given, and 
the changes made by the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 
1875, and the Trade Disputes Act, 1905, are pointed out. 





Effects of War on Property. 


Errects of War on Property. By AtmA Latiri. Witu a Nore 
oN BELLIGERENT Ricuts aT SEA by JoHN WeEsTLAKE, K.C. 
Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 

This small volume, of about 150 pages, has a special interest at the 
present time, when the Declaration of London bids fair to provide 
the new International Prize Court with a code of working rules, and 
public attention generally is drawn to the possibilities and dire 
results of a European war by land or sea. The various ways in which 
property on land—of private individuals and the State—is affected 

y military occupation, and in which property captured at sea may 
be dealt with, are well set forth by the author. Chapter V. is 
devoted to a discussion of one reform in the laws of naval warfare 
which has commended itself to the United States and to one or two 

Continental Powers, but has been steadily declined by Great Britain 

—the inviolability >f private property at sea. The right of capturing 

private property is one of the most effectual methods of destroying 

an enemy’s commerce, and is not likely to be abandoned by Great 

Britain. Mr, Latifi gives the arguments for and against the change. | 

Perhaps absolute impartiality is not to be expected from any 

English writer on the subject. The note at the end of the book is 

contributed by Professor Westlake, who deals somewhat trenchantly 

with the proposal to alter the rule as now followed by Great Britain 


shares to existing members of the company only. The documents 
were duly accepted, and our representative was informed the 
certificate would be ready at a certain time on a certain date. On 
his attending for the certificate, the papers were returned to him, 
and he was informed that the articles must contain an express 
elimination of clauses 35 to 40 inclusive of Table A (being the 
clauses relating to share warrants),and this notwithstanding that the 
articles presented contained a provision that the regulations con- 
tained in Table A should apply “save in so far as they are either 
expressly or by implication excluded or varied hereby.” It is, we 
submit, quite clear that articles 35 to 40 were by implication 
excluded, but we are informed that the rule at the registry now is 
that they must be excluded in express terms in the case of a private 
company. . 

It is, we think, open to question whether the officials at the registry 
are entitled to insist on this in the circumstances above mentioned, 
but inasmuch as we understand there has been no official notification 
to practitioners of the rule now in force, it occurs to us that it would 
be useful if it was more generally made known through the columns 
of your valuable Journal, 

STran.tey, WoopHouse & HEDDERWICKE. 

18, Essex-street, Strand, W.C., March 22. 

[See observations under head of “Current Topics”: we are 
and indebted.to our correspondents for their information.—Ep. 
S.J. 














| tv arrears on hawked 


At the Kettering County Court, on Monday, says the 7'imes, rao. 
e 


Snagge, in accordance with a mandamus of the High Court 
against him for refusing to hear certain cases wherein a Sunderland 
firm sought committal orders against working-class defaulters in respect 
ictures, heard the cases. The plaintiffs were 
represented by Mr. Edward Richardson, a collector, who said that 
the firm only took proceedings if they were in a position to prove that 
the defaulters could pay. Judge Snagge, using his discretion under 
the the Debtors Act, refused to make the orders for committal. One 
defaulter earned only 25s. a week, and had a wife and eight children. 
The money was for pictures, which were, sat2 the Stony not neces- 
saries of life. He aid not approve of people not paying for what they 
had ordered, for if they could and would not they were dishonest. 
They should send back the goods and arrange sot by instalments. 
But he would not put the Debtors Act in force against them 
and bring pressure by depriving breadwinners of their liberty. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re A CONTRACT BETWEEN SIMPSON AND OTHERS AND THOMAS 
MOY (LIM.). Joyce, J. 23rd and 24th March. 


VENDOR AND Purcuaser—RicHtT To Rescinp—PReEMISES DESCRIBED AS 
FREEHOLD—-INCUMBRANCE APPARENT ON TITLE NOT DISCLOSED IN 
ParTicuLaRs—ConpiT10n Reservinc Ricut To Rescinp iF PuR- 
CHASER INSISTS ON REQUISITIONS—INNOCENT MISREPRESENTATION— 
RECKLESSNESS OR UNREASONABLE ConpucT OF VENDOR—REQUISI- 
TION INVOLVING EXPENSE. 

The applicants purchased certain premises for £300 at a sale by 
auction from the respondents. The premises were described in the 
particulars as freehold and without mention of incumbrances. The 

remises were in fact subject to a rentcharge of £5 7s. 9d., as might 
ss been discovered by the respondents on any examination of their 
title. By the conditions of sale it was (inter alia) provided that each 
lot was sold subject to all chief rents, that the vendors might be at 
liberty to rescind the sale if the purchasers insisted on any objection 
or requisition which the vendors might be unwilling to remove or 
comply with; and that any incorrect statement, error, or omission 
should not annul the sale or entitle either the vendors or the purchaser 
to any compensation. The applicants insisted upon the respondents 
discharging the incumbrance, and thereupon the respondents claimed 
to rescind the sale. 

Held, that the respondents had acted honestly under a mistake, and 
not recklessly or unreasonably, and had done nothing to disentitle them 
to rescind. 


On the 2lst of September, 1908, the respondents, as trustees under 
the will of William Simpson, deceased, offered for sale by auction 
certain premises described in the printed particulars of sale (inter alia) 
as “‘ Lot No. 2,"’ ‘‘ freehold,”’ ‘‘ containing two acres,’’ ‘‘ landlord pays 
outgoings.”’ Lot No, 1, also in Hadleigh, but in another street, was 
stated to be freehold subject to an annual enfranchisement rentcharge of 
£5 14s. 4d. The purchasers of lot 2 were the applicants, Thomas Moy 
(Limited), at the price of £300. By No. 6 of the printed conditions 
of sale it was provided that ‘each lot is sold subject to all incidents 
of tenure, rights of way, light, and other easements, and to all chief 
and other rents and outgoings, and to all tenancies affecting the same.”’ 
By No. 9, “‘the several lots are believed to be, and shall be taken 
as being, correctly described in the particulars as to quantity and 
otherwise, and any incorre¢t statement, error, or omission, found in 
the particulars or these conditions shall not annul the sale or entitle 
any purchaser to be discharged from his purchase, nor shall the 
vendors or purchaser claim or be allowed any compensation in respect 
thereof.’ By the latter part of No. 7 of the conditions, “‘if any pur- 


chaser shall take any objection or make any requisition which the | 


vendors shall be unable or unwilling to remove or comply with, and 


shall not in writing withdraw the same within four days after being | 


required so to do . . . the vendors may by notice in writing delivered 
to such purchaser or his solicitors, and notwithstanding any inter- 
mediate or pending proceeding, negotiation, litigation, or attempt to 
remove or comply with such objection or requisition, rescind the con- 
tract for sale, in which case the vendors shall, within one week after 
such notice to rescind, release to such purchaser his deposit money, 
which shall be accepted by him in satisfaction of all claims for 
interest, costs, compensation, or otherwise. . . . This stipulation is with- 
out prejudice to the vendors’ rights under any other of these condi- 
tions.”” Lot No. 2 was in fact subject to an annual enfranchisement 
rentcharge of £5 7s. 9d., of which the redemption value was about 
£135. The rentcharge was apparent on the face of the abstract of 
title. On the 23rd of September, 1908, the purchasers called for the 
abstract of title, but on the 28th of Septeraber the vendors’ solicitor, 
having discovered the rentcharge, wrote to the purchasers offering to 
abandon the contract. The purchasers refused and insisted upon the 
incumbrance being either conveyed to them or discharged by the ven- 
dors. The vendors then rescinded the contract in reliance “upon con- 
ditions of sale 6, 7, and 9. The purchasers applied by summons under 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, that the rentcharge should be 
conveyed to them or redeemed by the vendors, and that the vendors 
were not entitled to rescind the sale. 

Jorce, J.—In this case the applicant at a sale by auction, on the 
21st of September, 1906, purchased certain premises described as lot 2, 
which for anything that appears on the face of the particulars were 
freehold and were stated so to be. The particulars do not mention 
that the premises were subject to any particular rent, although other 
lots described in the same particulars—for instance, lot 1 is stated 
to be freehold subject to an annual rentcharge. It turned out that 
lot 2 was subject to an annual enfranchisement rentcharge of £5 7s. 9d., 
and the pur Coons insisting that the vendor should redeem, the vendor 
has affected to rescind the contract. (The learned judge read condi- 
tions of sale Nos. 6 and 9 and referred to the latter part of No. 7.) 
Nw doubt the condition as to rescission is to be construed strictly, and 
the books say, only applies to a case where it is honestly exercised ; 
as the vendor must act bondi fide, and not ar vitrarily or 
umteasonably, and there is authority that, assuming an honest case, 
the vendor may exercise the right to rescind if the contract would 
involve him in expense, and if there is no fraud, dishonesty, or known 
defect in his own title, or recklessness in entering into the contract: 
that is, such a failure of duty as to disentitle the vendor from exer- 








cising his right. It was urged that the vendor had behaved reckless} 
and unreasonably because he and his advisers had not investigated the 
title : if they had, they would have seen the mention of the annnaj 
enfranchisement ground-rent. In Farrer’s Conditions of Sale, 
p. 71, it is stated that an innocent misrepresentation will not preclude 
from rescission, and the learned author refers to several cases. A 
representation may be innocent, although a perusal of the title would 
have shown the facts: see Great Northern Railway Co. v. Sanderson 
(25 Ch. D. 788) and Heppenstall v. Hose (51 L. T. 589), where the 
vendors sold five acres freehold. The moment you looked at the deeds 
it was apparent that they only had a freehold title to three and a half 


acres. They could not make a title to the other part, and North, J, 


in a careful judgment, said that the vendor could exercise his power 
to rescind, as he did not see any reason in the case why it should be 
taken away after it had been stipulated for. Here the evidence was 
not very clear; there was no cross-examination of the witnesses, but 
the bona fides of the vendors was not impugned, and it appears to 
me that the vendor bond fide made a mistake and was not guilty of 
any recklessness. He, in fact, in the most bond fide manner offered 
to the purchaser to let him off as soon as the mistake was discovered, 
the purchaser drives him to exercise his right to rescind, and the 
vendor has not done anything to lose his right. It is a case for 
which the condition was intended to provide; the summons is accord- 
ingly dismissed.—CounseL, for the applicant, H. F. F. Greenland; 
for the respondent, Austen Cartmell. Soxicrrors, Hlwes d& Miller, for 
Elwes, Turner, &: Hawkins, Colchester ; Last, Sons & Fitton, for Alfred 
Newman, Hadleigh. 
(Reported by A. S, OppE, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re JOHAN WYNAND JENNES, DECEASED. OETZES v. JENNES. 
Neville, J. 22nd March. 

ADMINISTRATION oF Estares—Executor’s Ricut or RetTariner—Dezsr 
To ParTNeRSHIPp—RicuHT TO Retain Smupte Contract Desr Acarst 
Speciratty Dest—Hinoe Patmer’s Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 46)— 
R.S.C. orp. 48a, RR. 1 anp 10. 

An executor of an insolvent estate claimed to retain a simple con- 
tract debt due by the estate to a firm of which he was a partner 
against a specialty debt due by the estate to the defendant. 

Held, firstly, that the executor’s right to retain a partnership debt 
was not affected by R.S.C. Ord. 48a., and, secondly (against the 
opinion of the learned judge, but following the cases and practice of 
the Chancery Division for the last twenty years), that the executor 
had no right to retain the simple contract debt against the specialty 
debt. Whether there is any distinction in principle between the 
executor’s right to prefer creditors and his right to retain his own 
debt, quere. 

Observations on Re Samson (1906, 2 Ch. 584). 

This case arose upon an adjourned summons that it might be deter- 
mined whether the plaintiff was entitled to retain out of the assets 
of the testator’s estate the sum of £2,253 11s. 5d. in respect.of a simple 
contract debt claimed by the plaintiff to be owing from the testator’s 
estate to the plaintiff and his co-partner Henrik Jan Gerritsen, not- 
withstanding that the effect of such retention would be to prevent the 
specialty debt owing by the testator from being paid. It appeared 
that the above debt was a business debt by the deceased Johan Wynand 
Jennes to the firm of Oetzes & Gerritsen. The defendant, the testator’s 
widow, was a specialty creditor of the deceased’s estate for the sum 
of £2,000. By his will, dated the 13th of August, 1897, the testator 
appointed the plaintiff his executor. The testator died on the 24th 
of November, 1907, and the will was proved by the plaintiff on the 
7th of February, 1908. The testator’s estate for probate amounted 
to £3,745. The estate was insolvent. 

Nevitte, J.—In. this case two points were raised on behalf of the 
defendant : the first, that the debt sought to be retained by the execu- 
tor was owing to the firm of Oetzes & Gerritsen, in which the plaintiff 
is a partner, and although a debt of this kind could formerly have 
been retained by an executor who was a partner, he is no longer 
ertitled to do so, as R.S.C. ord. 48a, rr. 1 and 10, entitle a firm to 
sue a partner, and the reason giving the right to the retainer, namely, 
that the executor could not sue himself and might thereby be placed 
in a worse position than another .creditor, has disappeared. These 
Supreme Court Rules are rules of procedure. It was long ago decided 
that a partnership debt might be retained by an executor. The rules 
were not intended to, and do not, affect the general law of retainer 
in the administration of estates. The second contention was addressed 
to the question whether the right of retainer which the executor pre 
viously had in respect of any of his debts against debts of equal 
degree was now extended to a right to retain against both specialty and 
simple contract debts without distinction, because Hinde Palmer's Ac 
made such debts of equal degree. Unless the intention of the Ad 
was to divide the right of retainer the rightgmust, in my view, now 
exist against both kinds of debts without distinction. The Court o 
Appeal in Ze Samson (2 Ch. 584) held that this was the case with 
respect to the right. of preference, but expressly refrained from giving 
any opinion as to retainer. On the other hand I find a series # 
decisions for the past twenty years that the right of retainer in respe@ 
of simple contract debts was not extended as against specialty debts, 
though it is, in my view, a necessary inference, from the judgments 
of the Court of Appeal in Ze Samson, that the right should be exten 
in the case of retainer in the way it was there extended with regard 
to the executor’s right to prefer simple contract creditors to specially 
creditors, and but for the express reservation by the Court of Ap 
in the case referred to I should have held that the plaintiff was entitled 
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to retain his debt. In the circumstances I am bound by the judgments 
and the practice of the Court for the last twenty years, and I hold 
that there is no right to retain.—Counsk, for plaintiff, Petersen, K.C., 
BE P. Hewitt; for defendant, Younger, K.C., Owen Thompson. 
Sotictrors, Nicholson, Graham & Beesly; Lewis & Lewis. 

[Reported by A. 8. Oppk, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Gourt—King’s Bench 
Division. 
KEPITIGALLA RUBBER ESTATES (LIM.) v. NATIONAL BANK OF 


INDIA, Bray, J. 19th, 23rd, and ¥4th Feb. ; 8th March. 


BANKER—ForGED CHEQUE—CUSTOMER—FORGERY OF CUSTOMER’S 
SIGNATURE—CUSTOMER’S NEGLIGENCE—ESTOPPEL. 


A bank is liable to refund moneys paid upon forged cheques unless 
it can be shewn that the moneys were paid in consequence of the cus- 
tomer’s negligence immediately connected with the transaction, which 
negligence was the proximate cause of the loss. 


Action brought by plaintiff company to recover £2,400, the amount 
of seven cheques with which the defendants had debited the 
plaintiffs. The plaintiffs kept an account with the defendants 
as their bankers, and alleged that the defendants had im- 
properly debited their account with these seven cheques on the ground 
that in each case the signature of one of the directors was 
forged. The defendants disputed the forgeries, and set up two 
defences (1) that the plaintiffs had by their conduct and negligence 
misled the defendants and caused or permitted them to be misled into 
paying the cheques ; and (2) that the plaintiffs adopted the cheques, and 
that accounts were stated and settled on the footing that the cheques 
were properly debited. The facts of the case were shortly as 
follows :—The defendants had a written authority to honour cheques 
drawn by two directors and the secretary. It was the practice for 
the secretary to take the cheques to the directors and procure their 
signatures, and an entry of the cheques was made in a separate book 
called the ‘‘ finance book,’’ which was initialled by the directors as 
they signed the cheques. In the case of the forged cheques the 
signature of one of the directors was forged by the secretary in each 
case, as well as the initials in the finance book, and usually by means 
of an indiarubber stamp representing a facsimile signature. I+ was 
the practice for the finance book to be produced at all ordinary meet- 
ings and inspected by one of the directors, and at meetings subsequent 
to the forgeries the book was produced, but nothing wrong was noticed, 
and resolutions were passed confirming the entries. The cheque and pass 
books were not produced, but a bank certificate of the amount standing 
at credit was produced by the secretary, but no inquiries were made, 
and no suspicion was aroused. It was contended on behalf of the 
defendants that the plaintiffs were under a duty to them to take 
reasonable care in the issuing of mandates, and in the carrying out of 
their business relations in the issuing of mandates; and it was also 
contended that if they delegated their duties to another they were 
bound to use reasonable care to supervize the execution of the duties 
and to prevent the delegation being abused. It was submitted on 
behalf of the plaintiffs that there was no negligence on their part. In 
order to succeed the defendants had to prove such negligence as 
amounted to estoppel. Cur. adv. vult. 

Bray, J., in the course of a written judgment, said he thought the 
first part of the defendants’ contention was established by the cases 
Young v. Grote (4 Bing. 253), Bank of England v. Vagliano (1891, 
A. C. 107), and Scholefield v. Earl of Londesborough (1896, A. C. 
514). He thought it was clearly the duty of a person giving a mandate 
to take reasonable care that he did not mislead the person to whom 
the mandate was given: Jreland v. Livingstone (L. R. 5 H. L. 395). 
The defendants’ second contention, that there is a duty to use reason- 
able care in the carrying out of their business relating to the issuing 
of mandates, was a very vague statement of the duty, and one for 
which he could find no authority, and the cases of Halifax Union v. 
Wheelwright (L. R. 10 Ex. 183), Swan v. North British Australasian 
Co. (2 H. L. C. 175), Bank of Ireland v. Trustees of Evans’ Charities 
(5 H. L. C. 389), Mayor, &c., of Merchants of the Staple of England 
v. Governor of the Bank of England (21 Q. B. D. 160), and Lewes Sani- 
tary Steam Laundry Co. v. Barclay (11 Com. Cas. 255) were strongly 
against it. These cases could be summed up by saying that they 
laid down most clearly that the negligence must be in or immediately 
connected with the transaction itself, and must have been the proximate 
cause of the loss. T'wo other points raised by the defendants, (1) that 
the plaintiffs had confirmed the acts of the secretary, and (2) that the 
return of the passbook without objection constituted a settled account, 
also failed. The bank were not misled by the resolution of the 
defendants, nor did they act upon it. He knew of no authority for 
the proposition that when a passbook is taken out of the bank by 
the customer or some clerk of his and returned without objection there 
was a settled account between the bank and the customer by which 
both were bound. The point was strenuously argued in the Court of 
Appeal in Vagliano v. Bank of England, and Lord Bowen’s statement 
of the law was not questioned by the House of Lords. Accordingly 
there would be judgment for the plaintiffs for the amount claimed, 
with costs. —Counsex, for plaintiffs, Simon, K.C., and Maurice Hill; 
for defendants, Scrutton, K.C., and Norman Craig. Soxicrrors, 
Warren, Murton, & Miller; Sanderson, Adkin, Lee, & Eddis. 

[Reported by Lronanp C, Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.) 





| Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
VARDOPULO v. VARDOPULO. Bigham, P. 15th March. 


Divorce—JupiciaL SEPARATION—W1ire’s Suit—Divorce PRoceepincs 
By HusBAND IN Fore1icGn Country—InsuncTION TO RESTRAIN. 


An injunction may be granted to restrain a respondent from pro- 
secuting divorce proceedings in a foreign country if the court is 
satisfied that they have been commenced in order to harass the peti- 
tioner and with the hope of compelling her to abandon her suit against 
him in this country. 


Application for an injunction to restrain a respondent from harassin 
his wife by taking divorce proceedings in France. The petitioner and 
applicant was Mrs. Juliette Francoise Vardopulo. She married the 
respondent, ——— Vardopulo, on the 19th of January, 1901. 
Counsel for the petitioner stated that the respondent was a Greek 
by birth, but had become domiciled in this country, and also had 
carried on business in the City of London for the last four years. On 
the 30th of October, 1908, the petitioner filed a petition for a judicial 
separation, on the ground of the respondent’s alleged cruelty. As 
it was impossible to serve the respondent with the petition and citation 
an application was made on the 30th of November to dispense with 
personal service, and was granted by Bargrave Deane, J., who 
gave leave for substituted service by registered post and by 
advertisement in the English and French papers. In January last 
the respondent appeared to his wife’s suit in order to oppose her 
application for alimony, and at the present time was applying for 
further time to file his answer in order to delay proceedings. More- 
over, he had gone over to Fiance and had taken steps to acquire a 
‘*bogus domicil”’’ there, and had subsequently filed a petition for 
divorce against his wife in the French courts. Mrs. Vardopulo had 
been cited to appear before the French courts, and failing to do so 
might be divorced. Both in England and France her status might be 
thereby prejudiced. Counsel further submitted that letters written to 
the petitioner by the respondent shewed conclusively that the respondent 
had full knowledge of his wife’s suit, and had deliberately endeavoured 
to evade it. The following passages were in point: ‘‘ The man who 
loves you has exiled‘ himself with the sole intention of avoiding the 
petition with the hope to give you time to realize the great harm you 
do yourself ; I senbeel copies by which your solicitors insist 
upon a judicial separation. . I left London purposely to give 
you time to think of the seriousness of your step.’’ It was contended 
that by appearing to his wife’s suit the respondent had submitted 
to the court’s jurisdiction. If the respondent, therefore, disobeyed 
the order of the court, he could be dealt with for his contempt when 
he appeared before the court. Christian v. Christian (78 L. T. Rep. 
86) and Armstrong v. Armstrong and the Duc d’Orleans (1892, P. 98) 
were cited in support. On behalf of the respondent it was submitted 
that if the whole of the correspondence was read it shewed that the 
respondent was being pressed by creditors, threatened with an execu- 
tion at his residence and with bankruptcy proceedings. [BrcHam, P.— 
I cannot see anything in the letters qualifying the reason for his 
departure. ] 

BicHAM, P., in the course of his judgment, said that he was satis- 
fied that as soon as Mrs. Vardopulo had filed ber petition, or imme- 
diately before she had done so, the respondent went over to France 
with the deliberate intention of evading service of the petition and 
citation. By subsequently appearing to the suit to op the applica- 
tion for alimony he had, however, submitted to and recognized the 
jurisdiction of the court. He (his lordship) came to the conclusion 
that the respondent had gone to France for no other purpose than that 
of harassing the petitioner in the prosecution of her petition in this 
court, and that he (the respondent) did not bond fide wish to obtain 
relief in the French courts, but merely hoped to compel his wife to 
abandon her proceedings against him in England. The respondent 
alleged that he was now a domiciled Frenchman. If he had acquired 
a French domicil he had done so solely to harass his wife, and 
every step he had taken since he had left England last October was a 
mere subterfuge to prevent this court from dealing out justice to the 
petitioner. He (his lordship) would therefore make an order restrain- 
ing the respondent from prosecuting | greepens for divorce against 
his wife in the French courts, and if that order was disobeyed the 
court would find means to deal with him. The petitioner must have 
her costs of the application. Leave to appeal refused.—Counset, for 
applicant, Xingsbury; for respondent, Grazebrook. Soxicrrors, Hicks, 
Arnold, & Mozley; Lloyd-George, Roberts & Co. 

[Reported by Dresr Corss-Paespr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BRYDGES v. BRYDGES AND WOOD. Bigham, P. 

Ist and 16th March. 
Divorce—Damaces—Deatu or Co-responpent—Liapitiry or Execvror 
—PayMent out oF Estatse—R.S8.C, orp. 42, nr. 23. 

Where a co-respondent, who had been ordered to pay damages end 
taxed costs into court, died, after decree nisi, it was 

Held, that the executor was liable to pay them out of the co-respon- 
dent's estate. 


Summons adjourned into court. It had been issued by the petitioner 
and served upon Walter Frank Wood, the sole executor of William 
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Cecil Wood, the co-respondent in the suit, to show cause why an 
order should not be made (1) that he should pay to the petitioner the 
damages and taxed costs ordered to be paid by the co-respondent in 
the suit out of the assets which had come to his hands as executor of 
the estate of the co-respondent, on the petitioner undertaking to pay 
the same into court, or alternatively (2) that he should pay the damages 
and taxed costs into court out of the said assets as such executor, or 
alternatively (3) for such other order as the court should deem fit. 
The facts sufficiently appear in the learned President’s judgment. 
On behalf of the executor it was contended that as the co-respondent 
had personally been condemned in damages the court had no jurisdic- 
tion over his executor. [BicHam, P.—An order has been made upon 
the co-respondent to pay; is it not clear that after his death his 
estate is liable?] The executors of a co-respondent could not be liable, 
as on his death he ceased to be a panty to the suit. It was true that 
he had been ordered to pay the damages into court within a month, 
but his death had taken place before the month had elapsed. A suit 
was still pending until the decree nisi was made absolute. In this 
case the co-respondent had died between the decrees nisi and absolute. 
Moreover, the executor was not a party to the suit. Counsel referred 
to Stanhope v. Stanhope (34 W. R. 446; 11 P. D. 103), Re Binstead, Ex 
parte Dale (41 W. R. 452; 1893, 1 Q. B. 199), Walpole v. Walpole 
(1901, P. 86), and Ling v. Ling (4 Sw. & Tr. 99). On behalf of the peti- 


tioner it was submitted that the legal personal representative of the co- , 


respondent stepped into the latter’s shoes. His testator had failed to 
comply with an order of the court, and therefore the executor must see 
that the obligation was carried out. In fact, an order had been made 
by Bargrave Deane, J., but it had been discovered that a wrong 
name for the executor had been inserted. Moreover, at a later date 
the ex-President (Lord Gorell) had pointed out that the order was 
bad, as it omitted to state that the executor should pay ‘‘out of the 
assets in his hands.’’ True, the executor had not been represented, 
but neither of the learned judges had suggested that the application 
was wrong. Cur. adv. vult. 

March 16.—BicHam, P., said this was a husband’s petition 
for divorce on the ground of his wife’s adultery with the co-respondent. 
The petitioner claimed damages against the co-respondent. The case 
was tried on the 4th of March, 1908, when the verdict went for the 
petitioner, and the jury assessed the damages at £1,500. A decree 
nisi for the dissolution of the marriage followed on this verdict, 
and the court condemned the co-respondent in the costs incurred by 
the petitioner. An order was also made ‘‘ that the said co-respondent 





do within one month from the service of this order on him lodge in | 


court the said sum of £1,500, he undertaking not to part with his 
property meanwhile, except to realise the said sum.”’ 


The co-respon- | 


dent committed suicide on the 25th of March, 1908, without having | 


paid the said money into court. On the 30th of March, 1908, the 
petitioner applied that the co-respondent’s personal representative 
should continue the undertaking given by the co-respondent at the 
trial as to the payment of the damages and for the appointment of a 
receiver of the estate of the co-respondent. No order was made on 
this application, the court being of opinion (as I am told) that the 
estate was not in danger. On the 16th of May, 1908, the will of the 
co-respondent was proved by his brother, Walter Frank Wood, the 
sole executor, and the estate was sworn at £3,319. On the 26th of 
June, 1908, the petitioner’s solicitors gave notice to the solicitors for 
the executor of the petitioner's claim. The claim was repudiated, 
but an offer was made to pay £750 and costs in settlement. This 
offer was refused. On the 23rd of September, 1908, the decree nisi 
was made absolute. On the 30th of November, 1908, on an application 
made by the petitioner, the court ordered that the said Walter Wood 
should pay the amount of the damages and the taxed costs to the 
petitioner, the petitioner undertaking to pay the same into court, and 
restrained the said Walter Frank Wood from distributing the estate 
of the deceased co-respondent till the petitioner’s claim was satisfied. 


Walter Frank Wood should pay to the petitioner’s solicitors 
£177 19s. 7d., being the amount of the petitioner’s taxed costs. On the 
3rd of February, 1909, the petitioner issued a summons against the 
executor asking for an order that the executor should pay the damages 
and coste out of the assets which have come to his hands as executor, 
or for such other order as the court should deem fit. It is with this 
summons that I have to deal. It was objected on behalf of the 
executor that the cause of action in respect of which the claim for 
damages arose was personal, and therefore that the liability to pay 
pn with the co-respondent’s death. The answer to that objection 
ia that the court is not concerned with the original cause of action. 
The verdict of the jury and the order made thereon for payment con- 
verted the original liability in damages into an obligation to pay 
money, and it is with that obligation alone that I have to deal. No 
doubt, in the event of the decree nisi being rescinded the co-respondent 
might have been entitled to repayment of the money if he had paid, 
but the decree having now been made absolute, the liability to pay is 
also absolute. For the purpose in hand I regard the order as equivalent 
t+ a judgment obtained against the deceased man, and therefore as 
binding on the executor. The only question is as to how the payment 
is to be enforced, and in this connection it appears to me that rule 23 
of order 42 of the Rules of the Supreme Court applies. That rule pro- 
vides that where any change takes place by death in the parties liable 
to execution the party alleging himself to be entitled to execution may 
apply to the court for leave to issue execution; and that the court 
may, if satisfied that the party so applying is entitled to issue execution, 





party liable to execution, and I am satisfied that the applicant jg 
entitled to issue execution. There is no question as to the representa. 
tive character of the executor nor as to there being sufficient available 
assets in his hands to answer the debt. Had there been any such 
a question it might have been necessary under the terms of the rule 
to direct an issue to try it. It may be objected that so far as the 
£1,500 goes execution could not have insured against the co-respondent 
because the order was for payment to the court, and not for payment 
to the petitioner. I am not sure that this difficulty, if it be one, ig 
not cured by the order made on the 30th of November, 1908, which 
I have already referred to, but, in any event, I think I have power 
to amend the original order of the 4th of March, 1908, nunc pro tune, 
and to direct that it shall be an order for payment to the petitioner, 
The only object of making the original order in the form in which 
it is drawn was to secure that the rights of the wife and of the child 
of the marriage in relation to the money might be properly dealt with 
by the court. This object will be attained by directing that the 
petitioner shall, on receipt of the money, bring the amount of the 
same into court to abide further order. So far as the costs of the suit 


go, no amendment is necessary. There will be an order in 
terms of the first paragraph of the summons, with costs. Leave to 
appeal refused.—CounseL, Rawlinson, K.C., and J. H. Murphy; 


Bayford. Sotrcrrors, Camp, Ellis, & Co., for petitioner; Lyell, & 
Betenson, for co-respondent’s executor. 
[Reported by Diesy Cores-Preepr, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. MEAD. 22nd and 23rd Feb. 


Crimmnat Law—Murper—Crime Invotvinc Inrent—Derence or 
DRUNKENNESS—NOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL— 
AMENDMENT OF, TO NoTice or APPEAL—CRIMINAL APPEAL Act, 1907 
(7 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 7. 


The law as to the defence of drunkenness in a prosecution for a crime 
which involves an intent, as, for instance, an intent to do grievous 
bodily harm, is as follows: ‘‘ A man is taken to intend the natural 
consequences of his acts. This presumption may be rebutted (1) in the 
case of a sober man in many ways; (2) in the case of a man who is 
drunk by shewing his mind to have been so affected by the drink he 
had taken that he was incapable of knowing that what he was doing was 
dangerous, i.e., likely to inflict serious injury. If this be proved, the 
presumption that he intended to do grievous bodily harm is rebutted.” 

A notice of application for leave to appeal on grounds involving ques- 
tions of fact may be amended in to a notice of appeal on a ground in- 
volving only a question of law. The Court so amended an applica- 
tion for leave to appeal against a conviction for murder, as by sectionT 
of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, they were prevented from extending 
the time for giving notice of appeal. 


This was an application for leave to appeal against a conviction for 


| murder at Leeds Assizes before Coleridge, J., duly given in accordance 





an order to that effect. Here there has been a change in the \ has turned upon certain words used by Coleridge, J., in his summing 


with rules of Court and within ten days of the conviction pursuant to 
section 7 of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907. On the hearing of the 
application it appeared that there was a ground of law, that Cole- 
ridge, J., had misdirected the jury at the trial, which could be argued 
in favour of the applicant, on which ground the applicant had a right 
of appeal without leave. By section 7 of the Criminal Appeal Act, 
1907 ** Hacept in the case of a conviction involving sentence 
of death the time within which notice of appeal or notice ot an appili- 
cation for leave to appeal may be given, may be extended at any time 
by the Court of Criminal Appeal.’’ The time for giving notice of 
appeal having expired (ten days from the conviction), the Court amended 


. . 


| the notice of application for leave to appeal into a notice of appeal. 
On the 20th of January, 1909, a further order was made that the said | 


At the hearing of the appeal it appeared that counsel for the defence 
at the trial had sought to reduce the crime charged of murder to one 
of manslaughter on the ground of the prisoner’s state of drunkenness at 
the time he committed the deed. In the course of his summing up 
to the jury, Coleridge, J., made use of the following language :—‘‘ The 
law is clear, and you will take it from me. In the first place everyone 
is presumed to know the consequences of his acts. If he be inane 
that knowledge is not presumed. Insanity is not pleaded here; but 
where it is part of the essence of a crime that a motive, a particular 
motive, shall exist in the mind of the man who does the act, the law 
declares this : That if the mind at that time is so obscured by drink, if 
the reason is dethroned and the man is incapable therefore of form- 
ing that intent, it justifies the reduction of the charge from murder to 
manslaughter.’’ And again: ‘It is now suggested he was drunk, that 
his reason was dethroned, and that he was incapable of forming the 
intent which is necessary for the crime of murder.’’ And again: “If 
you think, notwithstanding the absence from his own account of his 
proceedings of any defence of this kind—if you think, nevertheless, in 
the absence of that, his reason was dethroned by drink, so that he was 
incapable of forming the malicious intent which is necessary to the 
perpetration of the crime of murder, the matter is in your hands and 
not in mine. . . .’’ It was contended for the appellant that the 
use of this language might have confused the jury so as to lead them 
to suppose that unless ae found that the prisoner was insane at the 
time he killed the woman he must be guilty of murder. 

Daruinc, J., delivered the judgment of the Courr (Dar.ine, 
Watton, and Pickrorp, JJ.) as Sellowe In this case the argument 
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up to the jury. Complaint has been made of words used in leaving 
to the jury considerations applicable to the case of a man who is drunk 
at the time he does an act which results in the death of a person with 
whose murder he is charged. I will deal with those words in a 
moment. But in the first place we think it necessary to mention what 
is the history of this doctrine as to the effect of drunkenness in the case 
of a crime like murder which involves an intent. Originally the law 
was that though an insane person was not liable to the same con- 
sequences and was not judged by the same standard as a sane person, 
yet if he was suffering trom what is called dementia affectata—that is, 
a temporary insanity produced by the accused person’s voluntary act in 
taking intoxicating liquor—it was no excuse for crime. That appears 
from Hawkins’ Pleas of the Crown (c. 1, s. 6), where it is said: 
“And he who is guilty of any crime whatever through his voluntary 
drunkenness shall be punished for it as much as if he had been sober.” 
Such was said to be the law for very many years. As far as we can 
see, the law was first stated to be different to this by Holroyd, J., in 
the case of Rex v. Grindley (1819), cited in Russell on Crimes 
(6th edition, vol. I., at p. 144). Since 1819 there have been many 
decisions by which the judges have given expression to the doctrine 
that where intent is of the essence of a crime, that intent may be dis- 
proved by showing that at the time when the accused person com- 
mitted the act he was in such a state of drunkenness that he was in- 
capable of forming the intent. In giving effect to this rule 
different judges have expressed themselves differently, but not so 
differently as to lead us to think that their decisions are irreconcilable, 
or that they were giving expression to different doctrines. We may 
mention the eases of Reg. v. Monkhouse (1849, 4 Cox C. C. 55) and 
Reg. v. Doherty (1887, 16 Cox C. C, 308). The first decided by 
Coleridge, J., the second by Stephen, J. No doubt some of the 
actual expressions used in these cases were not used by Coleridge, J., 
in summing up to the jury in this case. But when a judge. sums up 
a case to the jury he must not be taken to be inditing a treatise on 
the law. He is speaking on the particular facts then before the jury, 
and no judge under such circumstances can be taken as giving a 
definition which is exhaustive. It is enough if he gives a sufficient 
definition to rightly direct the attention of the jury to the facts of the 
case before them. I have stated what was the former rule on this 
matter, and that it is not now the rule. We do not consider it any 
part of our duty to enlarge the rule now prevailing, or to use language 
wider than that which has been used by judges who have had to 
consider this question, and we do not desire to confer on those who 
make themselves drunk any more immunity than that they already 
enjoy by virtue of the series of decisions from 1819 onwards. 
[The learned judge than stated the facts of the case and read the 
passages from the summing up of Coleridge, J., that have already been 
set out.] It is said that these passages confused the jury so as to lead 
them to suppose that, unless they found that the defendant was insane, 
he must be held guilty of murder. Now what is the proper rule of 
law in such a case? We state it as follows :—A man is taken to intend 
the natural consequences of his acts. This presumption may be re- 
butted in the case of a sober man in many ways; (2) in the case of a 
man who is drunk by showing his mind to have been so affected by the 
drink he has taken that he is incapable of knowing that what he is 
doing is dangerous, i.e., likely to inflict-serious injury. If this be 
proved the presumption that he intended to do grievous bodily harm is 
rebutted. We have seriously considered the language used by Cole- 
ridge, J., in this summing up. Some of the language he used cannot 
be traced to any summing up; but judges are not condemned to use 
the language used by other judges before them. It is said that some 
of this language is picturesque and figurative. But it is possible to 
express what is true in picturesque and figurative language. The learned 
judge expressly told the jury that insanity was not pleaded. And we 
cannot say that what Lord Coleridge said was wrong, and differs from 
the rule that we have just laid down. It is unnecessary to criticise 
the actual words used by Lord Coleridge unless we were of opinion 
that he led the jury to believe that a condition that was equivalent to 
absolute insanity must be proved if the defendant was not to be found 
guilty of murder. We think that the doctrine applicable is as we 
ave expressed it, and that the language used by Lord Coleridge was 
not contrary to that rule, and that he did not mislead the jury into 
thinking that insanity must be proved. The appeal must be dis- 
missed.—CounseL, Bruce Williamson; J. W. Jardine. Soxtcrrors, 
For of Public Prosecutions; Registrar of the Court of Criminal 
Appeal. 


[Reported by C. G. Monan, Barrister-at-Law.] 








On Tuesday last in the House of Commons Mr. Bottomley asked 
the Attorney-General whether he would, on behalf of the Government, 
favourably consider an amendment of section 3 of the Costs in 

riminal Cases Act, 1908, with a view to empowering the justices, in 
all cases where a charge’ made against a person for any indictable 
offence is dismissed by them, to order the prosecutor to pay the costs 
of such person incurred in or about his Aefence. The Attorney-General 
said this point was carefully considered on the Costs in Criminal Cases 

ill last session, and although it was fully recognised that some cases 
of individual hardship might arise, it was decided that, with the 
exception of certain special cases mentioned in that Act, on the whole 
it would be the better course not to condemn in costs a prosecutor who 
has moved the Court in good faith and in the interests of public 
justice. The Government, therefore, are not prepared to undertake 
any amendment in the law in this respect 





New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court. 


The following draft Rules are published pursuant to the Rules 
Publication Act, 1893 :— 


RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT (MARCH), 1909. 
Orpver XXXIX., Rute 4. 


1. Order XXXIX., Rule 4, is hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule shall stand in lieu thereof :— 

The notice of motion shall be a 14 days’ notice, and shall be served 
within 10 days after the trial, or where further consideration has been 
adjourned within 10 days after the further consideration has been 
disposed of. The time of the vacations shall not be reckoned in the 
computation of the time for serving the notice of motion. 


Orper LVIII., Rute 15. 

2. Order LVIII., Rule 15, shall be read as if at the beginning of the 
Rule the words ‘‘ subject and without prejudice to the powers of the 
Court of Appeal under Order LXIV., Rule 7,’’ were inserted, and as 
if the words ‘‘except by special leave of the Court of Appeal” and 
‘‘except by such leave’’ were omitted therefrom. 

Orver LXI., Rute 8a. 

3. It shall not be necessary to enrol any Recognizance or Bond given 
by a Receiver, or Liquidator, or Guardian in pursuance of an order of 
the Court or a Judge, but the same shall be filed and kept as record, 
until the same has th duly vacated by order. 


Orper LXV., Rute 27, Recutation 29a. 

In taxations under or pursuant to the Solicitors Act, 1843, of a 
solicitor’s fees, charges, and disbursements no such disbursements shall 
be allowed by the Taxing Master if they are actually made before the 
the bill of costs unless the bill shall expressly state that. they have 
not then been made, and shall set out such unpaid items of disburse- 
ments under a separate heading in the bill, in which case they may 
be allowed by the Taxing Master if they are actually made before the 
commencement of the proceedings in which the taxation takes place, 
and are made in discharge of an antecedent liability of the solicitor 
(including counsel’s fees) properly incurred on behalf of the client. 
For the purposes of computation of one-sixth thereof such bill shail 
be deemed to include such unpaid items as part of the bill. 

Provided also that if the proceedings for taxation shall have been 
commenced by the client or a third party, payments made by the 
solicitor pending such proceedings in discharge of any such antecedent 
liability so set out in the bill (including counsel’s fees) may be allowed 
by the Taxing Master if it appears to him that such payments have 
been properly made and that no injustice is done thereby. 

The provisions as to the review of taxations shall apply to anything 
done by the Taxing Master pursuant to this Rule. 

5. These Rules, which shall come into operation on the Ist of May, 
1909, may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court (March), 1909, 
or each Rule may be cited according to the heading thereof with 
reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 

Copies of the above draft Rules may be obtained on application at 
the Lord Chancellor’s Office, House of Lords. 


The Public Trustee (Fees) Order, 1909 


We, the undersigned, being two of the Lords Commissioners of His 
Majesty’s Treasury, with the sanction of the Lord Chancellor, in 
pursuance of the provisions of the Public Trustee Act, 1906, s. % 
and of all other powers, and for the purpose of fixing the fees to 
be charged in respect of the duties of the Public Trustee, do hereby 
order as follows :— 

1. In this order and in the schedule hereto (unless the context 
otherwise requires) :— 

(a) Words to which a meaning is assigned by. the Public Trustee 
Rules 1907 shall have the same respective meanings as in 
those rules. 

(b) Words referring to the acceptance of a trust shall be deemed 
to include a reference to an undertaking to administer an 
estate under section 3 of the Act. 


2. The Interpretation Act, 1899, applies for the purpose of the 
interpretation of this order as it applies for the purpose of the inter- 
pretation of an Act of Parliament. “ 

3. Subject as hereinafter provided, the fees mentioned in the schedule 
to this order shall be paid in respect of the duties in that schedule 
referred to. 

4. If at any time during the continuance of a trust in course of 
administration by the Public Trustee, any property (not arising from 
the accumulation of income of the trust property) shall become subject 
to the trust, in addition to the property comprised therein at the date 
of the acceptance thereof, there shall be paid in respect of such 
additional property a further fee of such amount as would have been 
payable upon the acceptance of a trust comprising such additional 
property only 

5.—(1) Where it appears to the Public Trustee, upon accepting a 
trust, that the trust property consists wholly or partially of reversionary 
interests, or other property not in possession or not readily i 
(all which interests and property are hereinafter referred to as “rever- 
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sionary properiy’’), he may charge an additional fee, not exceeding 
one pound, upon acceptance of the trust. 

(2) Where such additional fee is charged, then :— 

(a) upon the acceptance of the trust the reversionary property 
shall be excluded from the trust property for the purpose of 
ascertaining the amount of the fee payable in pursuance of 
the schedule hereto upon such acceptance, and the said fee 
shall be calculated and paid as if the trust property (if any) 
other than the reversionary property were alone comprised in 
the trust; and 
so far as regards the reversionary property, or any part 
thereof the date on which the same falls into possession or 
is realised shall, for the purpose of the ascertainment and 
payment of the amount of any capital fee payable in pursuance 
of the schedule hereto, be deemed to be the date upon which 
the trust is accepted; and 
for the purpose of ascertaining the amount of the fee payable 
on such acceptance in respect of the reversionary property 
or any part thereof, the gross capital value of that property or 
part at the date at which such fee is payable shall be aggre- 
gated with the gross capital value of any other part of the 
trust property in respect of which the fee on acceptance has 
been previously paid or become payable. ‘ 

6.—(1) In any case in which it appears to the Public Trustee that 
the circumstances of a trust or estate in course of administration, or 
proposed to be administered, by him are, or probably will be, such 
as render his duties in relation thereto exceptionally onerous, he may, 
with the approval of tne Treasury, charge a special fee in respect of 
the performance of such duties in addition to the fees payable in 
pursuance of the schedule hereto. 

(2) The Public Trustee may make the payment of, or agreement to 
pay, such special fee a condition of his accepting a trust. 

7. In any case in which it appears to the Public Trustee that the 
circumstances of a trust or estate in course of administration, or pro- 
pcsed to be administered, by him are, or probably will be, such as to 
render his duties in relation thereto exceptionally simple, or are 
otherwise of an exceptional character, he may, with the approval of 
the Treasury remit any part (not exceeding one-half) of any fee 
payable in respect of the performance of such duties in pursuance of 
the schedule hereto. 

8. Where two or more trusts or estates in course of administration, 
or proposed to be administered, by the Public Trustee appear to him 
to be so connected together as to facilitate the performance of his 
duties in respect thereof, he may, in his discretion, for the purpose 
of ascertaining the amount of any fee payable in pursuance of the 
schedule hereto in respect of his said duties or any of them, elect to 
treat the trust properties subject to or comprised in the several trusts 
or estates, or any of them, as aggregated, so as to form a single trust 
property, provided that nothing in this rule shall affect the incidence of 
any such fee as between the several trusts or estates. 

9. The Public Trusiee may, in his discretion, upon the application 
of any person appearing to be interested in the income or capital of 
the trust property, commute any fee which, in pursuance of the 
schedule hereto, would, but for the commutation, become payable upon 
that income or upon the withdrawal or distribution of the whole or 
any part of that capital for a certain sum to be presently paid; and 
for determining that sum he shall cause a present value to be set 
on that fee, regard being had to the circumstances and contingencies 
affecting the rate at which, and the occasion upon which, such fee 
would, but for the commutation, be payable, and interest being 
reckoned at 3 per cent. i 

10. Where in the opinion of the Public Trustee the income of any 
trust property is not liable to serious fluctuation, he may from time 
to time agree with the person interested in such income for the 
payment and acceptance (in lieu of the income fee payable in pursu- 
ance of the schedule hereto) of a fixed annual income fee of such amount 
as shall appear to the Public Trustee approximately equal to the average 
annual income fee which, but for such agreement, would be payable in 
respect of such income. 

11. The Public Trustee may, with the approval of the Treasury, 
agree to any mode of payment of any fee payable in pursuance of the 
schedule hereto which shall seem to him just and reasonable. 

12. For the purposes of the schedule hereto—(a) the value of any 
property (other than cash) shall be the price which in the opinion of 
the Public Trustee such property would fetch if sold in the open 
market; and (4) income where the same is derived from the carrying 
on of any trade or business shall mean the gross receipts of such 
trade or business, and, save as aforesaid, shall mean the net annual 
income payable to a beneficiary. 

13. For the purpose of ascertaining the amount of any capital fee 
payable in pursuance of the schedule hereto, the date of the acceptance 
of a trust shall be taken to be either the date upon which the trust is 
actually accepted (or in the case of reversionary property is to be 
dieinel to one been accepted) or such day, not more than two 
months earlier or later than that date, as the Public Trustee 
may determine in each particular case. 

14. The Public Trustee (Fees) Order 1907 is hereby rescinded, but 
without prejudice to any obligation or arrangement now subsisting 
with respect to any fee chargeable under that order. 

15. This order may be cited as ‘The Public Trustee (Fees) Order 
1909,”’ and shall come into operation on the 1st day of March 1909, 





SCHEDULE. 
I.—Capirat Fess. 


A.—In respect of the duties of the Public Trustee, acting as Ordinary 
Trustee or Executor or Administrator or in the administration of 
a small estate under sect. 3 of the Act (except in cases provided 
for under Head B.). 


1. Upon the acceptance of the trust—a fee at the following 
rates :— 

(a) if the gross capital value of the trust property at the date of 
such acceptance does not exceed £1,000 15s. per cent. in respect 
of that value; and 

(b) if such gross capital value at the said date exceeds £1,000, 
then— 

15s. per cent. in respect of that value up to £1,000; 

5s. per cent. in respect of any excess of that value over 
£1,000 up to £20,000; 

2s. 6d. per cent. in respect of any excess of that value over 
£20,000 up to £50,000 ; 

1s. 3d. per cent. in respect of any excess of that value over 
£50,000. 

2. Upon the withdrawal (whether upon distribution amongst the 
beneficiaries or otherwise) of any capital from the trust property—a 
fee in respect of the value of the property withdrawn at a rate per 
cent. equal to the rate per cent. at which the fee upon the acceptance 
of the trust was payable in respect of the entire trust property. 

3. Provided that the fees charged under the two preceding clauses 
of this head shall be so regulated that the total fees so charged in 
respect of a trust shall not be less than £1. 

4. Upon the sale of any land forming part of the trust property 
—a fee at the rate of 2s. 6d. per cent. in respect of the amount of the 
purchase money. 

B.—In respect of the duties of the Public Trustee, acting as Cus- 
todian Trustee only of any trust, or as Ordinary Trustee in 
respect of land settled in strict settlement. 


1. Upon any occasion mentioned under Head A.—a fee equal to 
one-half of the fee payable under that head upon that occasion. 
2. Provided that where the Public Trustee is acting in respect of 
land settled in strict settlement :— 
(a) a re-settlement of the land shall not be deemed to be a with- 
drawal of capital from the trust property; and 
(6) upon the raising of any money under any trust or power in the 
trust instrument there shall be charged either a fee at the 
rate of 2s. 6d. per cent. in respect of the amount so raised, or 
a fee of £1, whichever shall be the greater. 


II.—INVESTMENT FEES. 


In respect of the duties of the Public Trustee, acting as Ordinary 
Trustee or Executor or Administrator or Custodian Trustee or in 
the administration of a small estate under sect. 3 of the Act. 

1. Upon the making of any investment (except in any of the cases 
provided for by any other clause of this division), a fee at the rate of 
10s. per cent. in respect of the money to be invested (such fee to include 
any sum paid by the Public Trustee for brokerage). 

2. Upon the making of any investment of income in course of 
accumulation (except 6n investment thereof in any of the modes men- 
tioned in clause 3 of this division), a fee at such rate 
not being higher than £1 per cent. in respect of the income invested as 
the Public Trustee, having regard to the time and trouble involved, 
may determine in each particular case (such fee to include any sum 
paid by the Public Trustee for brokerage). 

3. Upon any purchase of land, or any investment by way of mort- 
gage of, or charge on, property, a fee at the rate of 2s. 6d. per cent. in 
respect of the amount of the money advanced. 


I1l.—Income FeEgs, 


In respect of the dutizs of the Public Trustee, acting in any of the 
capacities mentioned under Division IT. 


Upon the annual income of the trust property (except income in 
course of accumulation), a fee at the rate of £2 per cent. in respect 
of that income up to £500, and at the rate of £1 per cent. in respect 
of any excess of that income over £500. Provided as follows :— 

(a) Where income is paid direct to the person entitled, or to his 

bank, or is collected by such person, the income fee shall not 
be charged in respect of that income at a higher rate than 
£1 per cent.; and 

(b) where the Public Trustee is acting in respect of land settled 

in strict settlement, the income fee shall be charged at such 
rate (not being higher than £1 per cent.) as the Public 
Trustee, having regard to the time ané@ trouble involved, may 
from time to time determine in each particular case. 

(c) The minimum income fee shall be 2s. 6d. 

IV.—Auvpir Fees. 


In respect of the duties of the Public Trustee under sect. 13 of the 
Act. 


Upon the performance of any duty under that section, such fee, 
not being less than 5s. or more than £5, as the Public Trustee shall 
determine in each particular case, regard being had to the time and 
trouble involved, the value of the estate, and the other circum 
stances of the case. 
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V.—Searca Fees. 


Where application is made to the Public Trustee for production 
of a will or other testamentary instrument, and such instrument is 
not found to be in his possession, a fee not exceeding 10s. 6d. in 
respect of the search consequent upon such application. 

J. Hersert Lewis. 
Ceci. Norton. 
LoREBURN, C. 








Societies. 


The Selden Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual meeting of the Selden Society was held on Wednesday 
in the Council Chamber, Lincoln’s Inn Hall, the President (Sir Robert 
Romer) taking the chair. Among those present were Lord Alverstone, 
the Master of the Rolls, Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. Renshaw, K.C., Mr. 
R. F. Norton, K.C., Mr. P. O. Lawrence, K.C., Professor Courtney 
Kenny, Mr. R. Campbell, Mr. Boydell Houghton, Mr. Cyprian 
Williams, Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Pettitt, Mr. Cracroft, Mr. Herbert 8. 
Moore, and Mr. B. Fossett Lock (hon. sec.). 


The CHAIRMAN moved the adoption of the report. He said the year 
had been a year of continuous prosperity. As the report showed, the 
society was increasing in numbers and its accounts were in a most 
satisfactory condition. The balance in hand might strike some 
members as being large, but the society was under a commitment, if he 
might use the expression, in the future in respect of considerable 
sums, and the balance would be required to meet these, especially 
bearing in mind that the council had taken upon themselves what he 
might describe as a truly national work, namely, the editing of the 
Year Books. Last year one volume was issued, and it was in many 
respects a very remarkable volume, a work of the greatest possible 
interest. He could not help thinking that it had not been sufficiently 
remarked upon by the Press or its merits sufficiently recognised. He 
referred to their work, Select Cases on the Law Merchant, by 
Professor Gross, of Harvard. That book concerned the Law Merchant, 
but it was only, so to speak, a first instalment. The late Professor 
Maitland had in the second volume of the Manorial Records utilised 
a part of the very valuable records of the Borough of St. Ives in 
dealing with the Manorial Records, and in his preface to that volume 
he expressed a hope that one day the whole of these records would 
be taken in hand by the society. The present volume dealing with the 
Law Merchant set forth practically the whole records of St. Ives Fair, 
and it utilised not only these very valuable records but other rolls 
besides the Fair Records, and records of fairs in other places besides 
St. Ives, and the result had been an extremely interesting book, not 
only as regarded the text, but also the notes of Professor Gross in 
the introduction, which were well worthy of the careful consideration 
of all who were interested in the antiquities of the English law. 
When the professor started work upon that volume he found that the 
material was greater than he had been led to anticipate, and so he 
had divided his work into two parts. The volume that had just been 
issued dealt with the local courts, the Law Merchant in the local 
courts, such as the Pie Poudre Courts, and so forth. Another volume 
would be taken up hereafter dealing with the Law Merchant in the 
King’s Court, and Professor Gross hoped to be able to prepare that 
volume very shortly for the society. There were two works in hand 
which he trusted would be issued in the course of the year. The first 
was volume two of the Star Chamber cases, which Mr, Leadam was 
editing. That would be extremely interesting, because it dealt 
specially with the Star Chamber cases of the reign of Henry VIII. 
He was given to understand that about two-thirds of the work was 
already with the printer, and very shortly the whole of the manuscript 
would be in his hands. It was hoped that the work would be put 
in the hands of the subscribers before the long vacation. The next 
book was also a most interesting book, and that they also hoped to 
issue very shortly. It was a rather remarkable book. He referred to 
it last year. It was the Year Book of the Kentish Eyre in the reign 
of Edward II. Mr. Harcourt was editing that. It was supposed at 
the time when Mr. Harcourt started work upon it that there was 
only one manuscript existing upon that Eyre, but upon investigation 
Mr. Harcourt kept finding more and more manuscripts, and no less 
than seventeen had now céme to hand. That showed how very 
widely spread in those early days, even of Edward the Second’s 
reign, was the practice of law students making what one might call 
professional note-books of important cases, whether on the Eyre in 
the King’s Courts when stationary courts or in the assizes courts. That 
book was in an advanced state of preparation, and he hoped it would 
be issued very soon after the long vacation. And in editing the work 
Mr. Harcourt had had the very valuable assistance as literary director 
for the occasion of Mr. Pike, the well-known editor of Year Books for 
the Record Office, and he was sure they were very much obliged to 
Mr. Pike for his assistance in preparing the work. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. 


_Votes of thanks to Mr. Pennington, who retired from the office of 
vice-president for his service; to the honorary treasurer, the honorary 
secretary, the chairman, and others, brought the meeting to a close, 





Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Deratinc Socrery.—March 23.—Chairman, Mr. C. P. 
Blackwell.—The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That the case of the Premier 
Industrial Bank (Limited) v. Carlton Manufacturing Co. (Limited) and 
Crabtree (Limited) (1909, 1 K. B. 106) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. 
S. A. Guest opened in the affirmative, Mr. H. F. Rubinstein seconded 
in the affirmative; Mr. E. J. Kafka opened in the negative, Mr. H. C. 
Talbot seconded in the negative. The following members continued 
the debate : Messrs. Thomson, Tyser, Varley, Woodhead, Pleadwell, 
Blagden, Dowding, and Cornock. The motion was carried by five votes. 


BrrMincHAM Law Srupents’ Socrery.—March 23.—Mr. W. Marshall- 
Freeman, barrister-at-law, in the chair.—The following moot point was 
debated : ‘‘ Jones makes patent shoe-buckles, known in the trade as 
Jones’s buckles. His patent expires. Thereupon a German manufac- 
turer makes exactly similar buckles and offers them for sale as Jones’s. 
Brown, a London dealer, becomes the German manufacturer’s agent and 
sells these. Is Brown guilty of any breach of the Merchandise Marks 
Act, 1887?”’ Mr. G. A. Baker opened in the affirmative, and was 
supported by Messrs. J. B. Sampson, A. Upton, H. Birnett-Barker, 
R. R. C. Yates, WH. Winder, and M. 8S. Corby. Mr. P. T. Currie 
opened in the negative, and was followed by Messrs. J. Cohen, W. H. 
Bowman, J. B. Hargreave, T. H. Ekins, C. H. Morgan, P. W. 
Robinson, and T. R. Owens. After the openers had replied, the chair- 
man summed up, and on the question being put to the meeting the 
voting resulted in a verdict for the affirmative by a majority of one. 
A hearty vote of thanks to the chairman ended the meeting. 








Companies. 


Licenses Insurance Corporation. 


ANNUAL MEETING. 


The seventeenth annual meeting of the Licenses Insurance Corpora- 
tion and Guarantee Fund (Limited) was held on Friday, the 19th 
inst., at the Institute of Chartered Accountants, Moorgate-place, Mr. 
A. W. Ruaetes-Brise (the chairman) presiding. 

Mr. J. O’Donocuue (general manager and secretary) having read 
the notice convening the meeting, 

The CHamrMAN moved the adoption of the report and balance-sheet. 
He observed that in saying that this was probably the best balance- 
sheet put before the shareholders since the commencement of the com- 
pany he was saying a great deal, because the accounts had never failed 
to be most satisfactory reading to all concerned. They now showed 
a record income, and he thought he might say a record profit. The 
profit was not net, because, owing to the altered system, a share of 
the profits was retained by the Mutual Brewers’ class, and was 
refunded to the insured in accordance with the terms of that class. 
But the net profit was very handsome. The total premium income 
had increased by £14,577, and the total income of the company stood 
at more than £130,000. The income from investments steadily in- 
creased, which was tantamount to saying that the reserves steadily 
increased. The former had increased, roughly, by £1,000 and the 
latter by £18,576. The total reserves were now £177,213, which, 
with the amount carried forward and capital, brought the total 
financial strength up to £325/000. For a company confining its 
business to one class, and to a small section of the community, such 
financial strength was more than ample. The company might fairly 
be described as wealthy and worthy to take any legitimate responsi- 
bilities. With the many large companies wrestling with one another 
for the insurance business of the world the corporation did not con- 
cern itself. It did not take part in such contests, nor did it partici- 
pate in rivalries, but in its own comparatively small circle with those 
for whose benefit it existed and worked it was a potent force. Its 
useful services, no less than its successful progress during many years, 
including those of distress and trial, entitled it to a credit equal 
to and exceeding that which was accorded to the best insurance office 
in the country. It was proud of having carried on a useful mission 
and of having taken its share in fighting the cause of justice for the 
trade, That share was greater than the trade was aware of. The 
corporation had little or no connection with public or political agita- 
tion, but it had a very great deal to do with influencing and invoking 
the law. It was rendering assistance every day and every year in 
highly technical matters, and giving practical help in the conduct of 
appeals to an extent which could only be fully understood b 
Since the foundation of the company it had conducted at its own 
expense and under its own supervision Le tye of 650 appeals, many 
of which were playing, and had played, an important part in the 
development of that case law which governed the rights of licence 
owners and licence holders, They might be surpri to hear him 
suggest that licence holders had any rights, but they must suppose that 
a certain amount of justice, even for the trade, still existed. 
There had undoubtedly been more prejudice and animosity against the 
trade this year than since the memorable year of 1905. It was evident 
that political feeling ran high, and that a great deal of resentment 
existed due to the ages | of annoyance at the failure of the Licensing 
Bill to pass the House of Lords last year. As a consequence the com- 
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any had suffered rather severely, and particularly in respect to off- 

icences. It would be remembered that these were not included in the 
Act of 1904, and they were therefore far more sensitive to opposition. 
Something like paralysis had been involved with regard to 
the licensed trade, and to-day, when progress and _ develop- 
ment was sought in all directions, it was harder than ever 
if was to induce magistrates to allow a public-house to 
altered or improved with the idea of catering for a_ better 
class or inspiring the existing class with a greater sense of decency or 
propriety. With regard to the company’s investments, it would be seen 
that practically all its money had been put into solid Stock Exchange 
securities, and there was not an item on the balance-sheet which could 
arouse suspicion, or even curiosity. At the same time, the result of 
putting the funds into Stock Exchange securities was that the com- 
pany was dependent upon the Stock Exchange for quotations of value, 
and the Stock Exchange had been kind enough for long past to de- 
preciate the company’s securities to such an extent that the deprecia- 
tion now amounted to £35,680 14s. 2d. Some day these same invest- 
ments might show appreciation, but the directors had set by a reserve 
against. the depreciation amounting to £25,000. Before sitting down he 
would like to move a hearty vote of thanks to the manager, who, with 
such great circumspection, had carried on the business of the company 
so well, and also to the staff. 

Lord Ernest Hamitton (vice-chairman) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Manson congratulated the directors on the magnificent result 
they had placed before the meeting. He was absolutely confident the 
directors were doing the best for the progress of the company. He 
heartily supported the vote of thanks to the staff. 

he report was unanimously adopted, and a dividend of 6 per cent. 
was declared. 

On the motion of Mr. E. De M. Lacon, seconded by Mr. T. G. H. 
Gtynn, the retiring directors, Sir Thomas R. Dewar and Mr. F. W. 
Butterworth, were elected, and the proceedings terminated. 





The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 


The twentieth annual general meeting of this society was held on 
the 22nd inst., at 22, Chancery-lane. 

The Chairman (Mr. Richard Pennington, J.P.), in moving the adop- 
tion of the report, stated that though the turnover had increased by 
£2,000, the profits for the year were £529 less than in 1907. The 
decrease in profit was caused by extra expenditure in respect of depre- 
ciation on plant and insurances and by a portion of the cost of the 
removal of the works to new premises being charged against income. 

A dividend at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum, making 9 per cent. 
for the year, free of income tax, and a distribution of profits amongst 
customers in accordance with the articles of association, was declared. 

The retiring directors, Messrs. Alexander Crossman and Henry 
Edward Gribble, were re-elected, and the meeting terminated with a 
vote of thanks to the directors and the staff. 








Obituary. 
Mr. T. Ingram. 


Mr. Thomas Ingram, solicitor, of Wigston, near Leicester, died on 
Tuesday last. He was born in 1810, and was reported to be the oldest 
solicitor, in point of age, in England; if he had survived a few days 
he would have entered upon his 100th year. He was educated at the 
University of Oxford, and took his degree of B.C.L. In 1833 he was 
admitted and acquired a good practice. He was appointed registrar 
of the Leicester County Court, and held that office for forty-two 
years. He was also District Registrar of the High Court of Justice, 
and held the office of clerk to the Billesden Board of Guardians for 
fifty-five years. He retired from practice on attaining the age of 
ninety-two years. ‘‘ With Mr. Ingram,’’ says the Leicester Daily Post, 
“‘there has passed away a venerable, highly respected, and kindly 
personality, whose name and memory his many friends will not soon 
or readily let die.”’ 


Sir E. Boyle, K.C. 


The death is announced of Sir Edward Boyle, Bart., K.C. He was 
called to the Bar in 1887, having been for some years a surveyor and a 
Fellow of the Surveyors’ Institution. He soon acquired an extensive prac- 
tice in compensation cases, and in 1898 was made a Queen’s Counsel. After 
two unsuccessful attempts to enter Parliament, he was returned at 
the last election for Taunton, but ill-health compelled him recently to 
resign his seat. He was created a baronet in 1904. 








Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Ma. Horace Crartes Mircnett, of the firm of Corbould-Ellis & 
Mitchell, of 14, Clements-lane, E.C., and New Malden, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Tolworth Joint Hospital Board. Mr. Mitchell 
was admitted in August, 1903. 








Changes in Partnerships. 


The partnership hitherto subsisting between Messrs. Hallowes, Carter 
& Ellis has terminated as from the 24th March, and Messrs. Hallowes 
& Carter will continue to practise at 39, Bedford-row. Mr. Guy Exuis 
has joined Mr. G. T. Wiizss, the surviving partner of the late Mr. 
Dudley Leathley, of 59, Lincoln’s-in-fields, and they will practise 
under the name of Ellis, Leathley, & Willes at 4, Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s Inn. 


Dissolutions. 


Puitie Henry Cooke and Hastincs Seron MontTGoMERIE, solicitors 
(Cooke & Montgomerie), 1, South-square, Gray’s-inn, London. Nov. 11, 
THomas Youne and ALEXANDER Reynotps Cripps Forrest, solici- 
tors (Young & Forrest), Kingston-on-Thames. March 4. 
[Gazette, March 19. 

Hersert Witt1amM Henry Rosins and Epwin Parker, solicitors 
(Robins & Parker), Cowes, Freshwater, and Newport, Isle of Wight. 
March 20. 

JoHN Mites Rocers Topp, Epcar THomas Martin Dennes, and 
Tomas Lams, solicitors (Todd, Dennes & Lamb), 22, Chancery-lane, 
London, and Southend-on-Sea. March 25. So far as concerned the 
said John Miles Rogers Todd, who retired from the firm; the said 
Edgar Thomas Martin Dennes and Thomas Lamb continue to carry 
on the said business in partnership under the style or firm of Todd, 
Dennes & Lamb. [Gazette, March 23. 





General. 

It is stated that the Solicitor-General is now convalescent from his 
recent attack of influenza, and was to leave town on Wednesday last, 
returning to London on Monday, when he hopes to resume his official 
duties. 

The death is announced of Sir James Gowan, LL.D., K.C., 
a@ prominent Canadian lawyer, at the age of ninety-four years. Sir 
James Gowan, who was born in 1815, was a son of the late Henry Hattar 
Gowan, Clerk of the Crown and Pleas, Simcoe, Ontario. He was 
appointed a judge in 1843, and was engaged in the revision and con- 
solidation of the whole Statute Law of Canada in 1859 and of the 
Criminal Laws of Canada in 1869. From 1869 to 1889 he was chair- 
man of the Board of Judges, at Ontario, and in all was engaged in 
judicial work for over sixty years. 

Addressing a discharged prisoner at the Old Bailey on the 17th inst., 
Mr. Justice Phillimore said: Before you go I want to make one 
remark. It is really not so much for you as other people. I have 
no doubt you were very ably represented at the police court, and I 
make no suggestion against the counsel or solicitor who represented 
you; but it shews to my mind, as it shews to many judges’ minds, 
the mischief that arises from the ingrained idea that people do better 
to reserve their defence. I believe that if you had told this story at 
the police court you would never have had all this to go through. 

The Home Secretary has appointed a departmental committee to 
consider and report what place would be the most suitable, having 
regard to convenience and economy, for transacting the Quarter Ses- 
sions business of the County of London; and what, if any, improve- 
ments could be made in the arrangements for the trial of criminal 
cases and the hearing of appeals. The committee is constituted as 
follows :—The Right Hon. Lord Chief Justice of England, G.C.M.G. 
(chairman); the Right Hon. Herbert Samuel, M.P., Parliamentary 
Urder-Secretary of State for the Home Department; George Cave, 
Esq., K.C., M.P.; Lieutenant-Colonel Francis Stanhope Hanson, 
Alderman and Sheriff of the City of London; H. Percy Harris, Esq., 
of the London County Council; and Edward Smith, Esq., of the 
London County Council. The secretary is H. B. Butler, Esq., of the 
Home Office. 

The fifty-sixth annual report of the Charity Commissioners, ju: 
issued, points out that the Old-Age Pensions Act has raised questions 
of considerable importance in regard to the administration of charitable 
endowments for almshouses and pensions. Having regard to the diver- 
sity of the trusts, the Commissioners have considered it impracticable 
to issue general instructions for the guidance of trustees. But thoy 
have endeavoured to lay down certain principles upon which to proceed 
in cases such as those which have been submitted to them. Where the 
trust provides for the payment of a fixed stipend, or of such a stipend 
between defined limits as the trustees may fix, they have advised that 
the stipend cannot be reduced on a beneficiary’s becoming entitled to 
an old-age pension, unless he consents. They have, however, in such 
cases, offered to vary the trust by a scheme so as to provide that, when 
a beneficiary becomes possessed of a properly secured income from 
other sources than the charity, the trustees may fix such smaller 
stipend to be payable from the charity as they mgy think fit, provided 
that the total income shall not be less than the minimum stipend pre- 
scribed. This provision will apply only to future appointments, and 
not to existing beneficiaries. In cases where such a provision is 
already in a scheme they have advised that the payment from the 
charity may be diminished to beneficiaries who become entitled to old- 
age pensions, but that it is not desirable to reduce the stipend by the 
full amount of the pension. The Commissioners have also decided to 
provide in future schemes—altering their previous pee the 
receipt of medical relief shall be an exception to the disqualification 
for appointment as an alms-person or pensioner on the ground of 
receipt of Poor Law relief. 
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Friday’s London Gazette contains lists of joint-stock companies 
which were struck off the register on the 18th inst. and dissolved, 
and of companies: which will be struck off in three months’ time unless 
cause is shown to the contrary. 


Writing to the Times with reference to the Court of Criminal Appeal, 
“TLex’’ (apparently a judge) says that, to be of any value, the per- 
centage of success in appeals ‘‘should be calculated on the number 
of applications for leave to appeal. Those 5 Denn are in fact 
ex parte appeals, and a very large proportion of the cases are disposed 
of by the Court at that stage. . . In fact, the principal question which 
the single judge of the Court of Criminal Appeal before whom all 
matters come in the first instance, out of Court, or the judge at the 
trial, if applied to for a certificate, has to consider is whether it is 
desirable that the prosecution should be represented in the first 
instance. If he refuses leave, the case, unless the prisoner acquiesces 
and does not further prosecute his appeal, comes before thé full Court, 
and is then dealt with on hearing the prisoner or his counsel, and with 
the full report of the trial from the judge and from the shorthand 
writer. The process works fairly well in practice, and is similar to 
the old practice of granting rules nisi in civil cases, but apparently 
it is not generally understood. ‘The institution of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal has undoubtedly disclosed more cases of mistakes in 
criminal trials than were known to exist, but in the great majority 
of the successful appeals I believe that there has not been even a suspl- 
cion that the appellants were innocent.” 


At the sitting of the Divisional Court of the King’s Bench Division 
on Saturday, Mr. E. J. Trustram, solicitor, of the firm of Halse, 
Trustram & Co., said he wished to make an application to Mr. Justice 
Darling, as the senior judge of the King’s Bench Division sitting, in a 
matter affecting himself personally. He said, according to the 7'imes, that 
in the cause list for Friday last Mr. Justice Phillimore was announced 
as sitting in bankruptcy, and, after certain bankruptcy notices, some 
summonses were placed in the list which were not bankruptcy matters 
at all. This was done in conformity with the new practice under 
which summonses to be taken by a judge were put in the list before 
the ordinary court work. In the present instance this practice had 
worked a serious injury to himself, because immediately after a bank- 
ruptcy notice headed ‘‘Zn ve a Debtor’’ appeared a summons headed 
“In re Halse, Trustram & Co.,’’ which was the name of the firm 
of which he was the sole partner. The summons had nothing to do 
with any bankruptcy business, and related to an application to tax 
a solicitor’s bill of costs. In former days it was not the practice in 
such matters to mention the name of the firm of solicitors in the cause 
list at all, but unfortunately this was now done, and the result was 
that the name of his firm had been mentioned in the copies of the cause 
list printed in every newspaper in the country in close proximity with 
notices of bankruptcy proceedings. Darling, J.—You mean that many 
people might think that the notice related to bankruptcy proceedings 
in connection with your firm? Mr. Trustram.—Yes, my lord. 
Dailing, J., said that the official in the Bankruptcy Court who had 
sent the material for the cause list to the printer so far as it related 
to the bankruptcy business was present, and he was informed that 
another official had sent in a manuscript list of other business which 
had nothing to do with bankruptcy, and the two had been sandwiched 
together. He did not think anyone was to blame in the matter. Mr. 
Trustram.—I do not suggest that anyone is, but, of course, the slightest 
whisper against a professional man and an officer of the court is a 
very serious matter. Could your lordship order some statement to be 
made in the cause list on Monday! Darling, J., said that he was 
afraid that could not be done, but, the matter having been mentioned 
in court, publicity would, no doubt, be given to it. With regard to 
the way in which the cause list was prepared, his lordship said that 
everyone knew that they were now working under a vastly improved 
system. Under the old system all these notices would have been issued 
from the summons and order department, and in the old unregenerate 
days the particular notice in question would have appeared as ‘‘/n re 
a Solicitor: taxation of a bill of costs,’’ without mentioning any 
name. He could.only say that the court much regretted that anything 
of this kind should have occurred, and that Mr. Trustram had been 
put to any inconvenience. Mr. Trustram.—And no reflection, of 
course, rests upon me? Darling, J.—Not the slightest. i 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


March 30,—Mr, Farpx, Warman, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold (eee advertisement, 
back page, thie week). 
March 31.—Mesera, Epwiw Fox & Bovsrretp, at the Mar’. at 2: Freeholds and 
ae Ground-Rent (see advertisement, page v., Feb. 27, Mar, 6, and back page. 
March 31.—Mossrs, Davrp Burwert, Sow & Bavpzuey, at the Mart: Freehold Ground- 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, March 20). 
April 1.—Messrs, Strusow & Sons, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold Houses, Shops (see 
advertisement, back page. March 20), 
' April 1.—Messrs. H. E, Fosrer & Oxawrrenp, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Reversions. 
nierest in Possession, Life Interest, Freehold Fixed Rent Oharges, Policies of 
Assurance, Shares (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
April 7.~Measra, Messrs, H. BE, Foster & Cranrrenp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
oo n4d-Renta (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
F pril 15,—Messrs, Cuxrsrertos & Sons, at the Mirt, at 2: Town Mansion (see 
a Peet pac 8 back pare. this ——. : 
— REYNOLDS : 
advertiooment, beak VA Asow, at the Mart, at 3: Leasehold Investment (see 








, this week). 
mat teak eee toor 7 & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Family Mansion (see advertise- 
Mosars, 8, Watxee & 8 ™, at the Mart: Freehold Ground-Rents and Properties 
advertisement, back page, March 20). “ie 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or. Recistrars 1x ATTENDANCE Ox 


Emencency Appzat Courr Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Rora. No, 2. Jovozs. Swivrzw Eapy. 
Monday March 29 Mr Farmer Mr Leach Mr Theed Mr Borrer 
Tuesday ......... 30 Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
Wednesday ...... 31 Theed Bloxam 8 Farmer 
Thursday, April 1 Charch Theed Goldechmidt Bloxam 
Briday .....cccccee oe. Charch Gresweil Theed 
Saturday ......... 3 Goldschmidt Synge Beal Church 
Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Wanrainerton. NEVILLE. Parken. Evs, 
Monday March 29 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Bloxam Mr Synge Mr Beal 
Tuesday .....0.++ 30 Greswell Theed Goldschmidt Borrer 
Wednesday ...... 31 Beal Church Greswell Leach 
Thursday, April 1 Borrer Synge Beal Farmer 
Friday .......0000 2 Leach Goldschmidt §_Borrer Bloxam 
Saturday 3 Farmer Greswell Leach Theed 


Circuits of the Judges. 





SPRING ASSIZE&S, 
1 


| 
| 
| 
. | 
| 


Larps axp Norrurrr, 











| : 

— Phillimore, J, Walton, J. (1) 
Commission Days. | Bray, J. Hamilton, J. (2) 
Monday March 22 |.....,...... IE UP. scdaievedand: Lakason-© weicenn abiabovebuinaltepeeenniids 

(Civil and Criminal) 
Wednesday ep BB Ficencocccceccnetocpteies ae Sogevnsesocere:|apeenstesocenes LOOd6 ... 000.00 s00--+ 
(Criminal) 
Tuesday pe) een En .ecc...0000-0-00- seeeeesee Mauchester 2 ........ * 
(Civil and Criminal) 

| (Civil avd Criminal) 
Saturdey MAY 8 | .co...sercseseorersenseereresevoscorsesees End 

i 











Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, March 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Loarep rm CaaNorey. 


Aweto-WestrpHatin Corpse Co, Lixrren—Petn for winding up, presentei March 17, 
directed to be heard on March 30. Robins & Grimsda!l, Pancras in. eolors for petners, 
Notice foe must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of 29 

Fy.pe Sream Fisurme Co, Lrwrrsp—Petn for winding up, presented March 17, directed 
to be heard at the Sessions Hall, Preston, on March 30, at 10. Gaulter, Fleetwood, 
solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named notzlater than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of March 29 

Gotpex Luvxs, Lowrrep (rmx Votuntiry Ligurpatroy)—Creditors. are required, on or. 
before April 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Harold Edward Gardner Dawson, liquidator 

Movunr Carruuy Corrze Minrne Co, Lourep— Creditors are required, on or before 
July 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to E. Protheroe an, Sees 

Norrz Boutper Gotp Muvzs, Lruresp—Creditors are required, on or before April 17, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clams, 
John Whittaker. 4, London Wall-bidgs, liq 7 

Poorman Gotp Munazs, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 26, to 
send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Charles Gibbons, 32, Great St Helen’s, liquidator 

Rawiixson & Co (Danwex), Liwirep (ts Votuntary Ligurpation) — Creditors are 
required, on or before April 5, to send their names addresses, and ny 
of theie debts or claims, to J. H. 8. Mauhews, 2, Sudell Cr Blackburn, liquidator 

8. Davis & Co, Lamrrep—Creditors 
names and addresses, and 
Scott, 3, Pancras-ln, Queen st, liqui 





. dator 
V. Bewoist, Liurrso—Petn for winding up, presented March 17, directed to be heard 


March 30. Tam & Co, 165, Fenchurch at, solors for the petner, Notice of appear- 
ing mut reach the sborenamed not later than 6 o'loek in the afternoon of 
arc 

Viscose Srixytve Sywprcars, Liurrep (mx Voturrany Lrqurparion)—Creditors are 
required, on or A to send particulars to Arthur Taylor, 23, College hill, 
Caanon st. Rawle & Co, row, solors for the liquidator 

Watse & Barentey, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 17, directed to be 
heard March 30. Gribbles & Co, 38, Bedford row, solors me ym. Notice of 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, March 38. 


IOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lrvirep rv Omanrcerr. 


required, on or before April 8, to 
ebts or claima, to Charles 


ArrosTyLts Syprcoars, Lrurrep—Creditors are 
quad thelr somes ond, olinteneg, Se particulars of their d 


Ernest Bullock, 22, Market In, gton, 
Avromatio Bwemerarne Worss, Linrrep— for winding up, presented March 19, 
cnet © ay ates S Space, Coat », oe ae 
ring, Sheffield, solors petners. Notice of appearing muat reac above- 
named not later than @ o°lodk in the afternoon of March & 
D. J. Mrnuze & Co, Lixrrep—Petn for winding presented March 18, directed to be 
heard before & Grea 


Bradford ath by 4 Notion bg > ous ey 
are inner than ¢ o'ehook ie the afterneon of Apel 4 : 
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anirs Quaneres, Lrurrap (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
i ll, to pa their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts 
and claims, to Frederick John Warner, 11, Queen Victoria st, liquidator 
IwomMAakE® Steameuir Oo, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to 
send their n»mes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. 
Thomson. Mersey chmbrs, Old Churchyard, Liverpool. Hill & Co, solors for the 


Parga Woop Sproat & Co, Lrurrev—Petn for windirg Up. presented March 15, directed 
to be heard at the Court House. Government bidgs, Victoria st, Liverpool, April 2. 
Sunter, Liverpoo’. solor for thepetnere. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aprill _ : 

Ricnawps Brav Ipeat Croux Co, Lrarren—Creditors are required to send in particulars 
of their dlaims, without delay, to Robert Muras, Gresham chmbrs, Lichfield st, 

liquidator 

eles ANGLO Geverisame D’Hasrrations Economrquss, Liwitep — Creditors are 
required, on or before May 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, » ao Mills, Farrar & Co, Wardrobe pl, 

’ Commons, solors for petner . 

Zansow Lawp Co, Lisrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 19, to send their 
names and addrerses, snd the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Gibson 
Harris, 67, Basinghall st Webb & Co, Budge row, solors to the liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dax oF OLar™. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 26. 
Squire, Epwarp, Sandr'gham rd, WillZsden March 30 Squire v Macdermott, Joyce 
and Eve, JJ Ciemcnt Macdermott, 1, Shelley st, Swindon, Wilts 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 2. 

Axmegnst or Hickey, Right Hon Wit1t14m Amuvurst Baron, Amherst, Kent April 3 
Baroness Amherst of Hackney v Cecil and Another Messer, O'd Jewry ohmbrs 

Litrise, Sir Raten Dawtet Maxrysow, Oakwood Court, Kensington, KC March 31 
Nogee v Squire, Eva, J Pitchforth, Bush In . 

Dzax, Joun, Bredford, York, Jobmaster April 15 Dean vy Dean and Others, Swinfen 
Eady,J Healey, Bradford : 

Hawxies, Reervaty Exwzet, Staines, Middlesex, Bailder April6 London and County 
Banking Co Limited) y Hawkins, Swinfen Eady, J Helliwell, Aldermanbury 

London Gazette.—Fripvay, March 12. 

Buncz, Jossra Buswe.t, Clapton common, Estate Agent and Surveyor 
Gresham v Bunch, Parker, J Johnson, Union ct, Old Broad st - 

Dower. Frayc's Epwarp, James. st mans, Buckingham gate April 15 Fountaine 
and Anvther v Amherst and Others Weld, Gray’s inn eq 

Facer, Cmartzs Wits, Ashford, Kent April 8 Capital and Counties Bank, 
Limited, and Another v Facer, Neville, J Mowll & Mowll, Aspford 

Persz, Joux. Bournemouth, Architect April 14 Read v Peier, Swinfen Eady, J 
Aldridge, Bournemouth 

London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, March 16. 

Riper, Txowas, Compton rd, Winchmore Hill April 22 Allin and Another v Ridge, 

Sw.nfen Eady, J Underwood, Holles st, Cavendish sq 


London Gazette.—Fxuivax, March 19. 
Apwams, Sanan, Gosport, Hants April 15 Puttock and Another vy Adnams, Eve, J 
Field, Gosport 


ie 
Brapizy, Joux, Scarborough, Commission Agent April 16 Emby v Bradley and 
Others, Joyce. J Whitfield, Scarborough 
Erry, Sanam, Scarborough April 20 Peirson v Smithson and Others, Joyce, J 
Watson, Middlesbrough 
London Gazette.—Turapay, March 23, 
Peres. Painie Bewepvror Joszrx Lorp Peres Baron, Writtle, Essex April 12 Cooling 
, & Co v Turville-Petre, Joyce, J Fooks, Carey st, Linco n’s inn 


April 14 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ciarm. 

London Gazette—Fripay, March 12. 
Appiusy, E.tex, Audley, Staffs April19 Knight & Sons, Newcastle, Staffs 
Asuizy, Grorcs, Wolverhampton April 10 orne & Haslam, Wolverhampton 
Baxgr, Grorcs, Whitstable, Shipowner Mar22 Stainton, Whitstable 
Becxitt, Cuagixs Heway, Ki mupon Hull April é Priestman, Hull 
Beswick, Tuomas, Droyled: " April 30 Innes, Manchester 
Burr, Tox Owen, Sutton, Cambridge, Farmer April24 Day, St Ives, Hunts 
Baavsuaw, Feasx, Lifton Park, Devon — 10 dolloway & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
—s aa mas, Hincing In, Colonial Produce Broker April25 Barker & Son, Union 
Bourton, Joszrn Srewant, Reigate April 20 Peters & Bolton, Basinghall st 
Crane, Atices, Leigh, Lancs April8 Dootson, Leigh, Lanes 
Cranis, Sypxer, Arkley, Herts, jobber April16 Kearsey & Co, Cannon st 
Cizenors, Henry, Upper Clapton April10 Beckingsale & Co, Stoke Newington rd 
Co.erax, Joszru Sauver, Bradford, Chartered Accountant April 24 Wilson, Bradford 
Coox, Roser, Chelmsf April14 Maskell, Chelmsford 
Conuirre, Katuaine Manis, Nottington Aprli12 Freeth & Co, Nottingham 
Dasre.t, Exiza, Charfield, Glos A 17 Goldingham & Lloyd, Wottun under Edge 
Dyxop, Isaac, l, sou pris Bell, West Hartlepool 
Dowsrr, Sasan Ans, Coleherne ct, South Kensington April 20 Buckeil & Drew, 


Ventnor, IW 

EiAsr, Taouas, Goole, Yorks, Printer April 29 England & Son, Goole 
Epes, Agruvs, Ticeburst, Sussex April8 Andrews & Bennett, Wadhurst, Sussex 
E.uior, Josern Tuomas, Waller rd, New Cross April 26 Thompson & Co, Carey st, 

° s inn 
Fiatcass, Wii114m, Enfield April13 Pedley & Co, Bush In 
Poases, Eurtiy, Birkdale, Lancs April14 Cameron & Co, Old Broad st 
Frayer, Joux Eowanp, Chatteris, Cambridge April2i Liaton, Cardiff 
Ginsos, Canotins, Hove, Sussex April15 Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
Go.pssitu, Janes Wares. Norwich,Grocer April12 Goodchild, Norwich 
Gwrsxz, Howst, Winterbourne Grange, Glos April 23 Ticehursts & Co, Cheltenham 

Wittam, Barnsbury April 14 Godwin & Son, Wool Exchange, Coleman at 
Hasgisos, Atraep Cortanawoon, College st, Islington April 26 Sharp, Leytonstone 
Heacn ny, Kempsey; Worcester April 9 Knott & Shield, Worcester 
Bust, Busza, Thornton Heath "April ~# s = ee ytd ig 7 row, Cannon st 
AJoR, Teun’ idgwater 

‘auzs, Tnouas, Basealeg, Mon, Merchant Mar 31 Powell, Newport, Mon 

Souza, 9) hsthourse” hash e "oae ———— 
Co, Cannon st 
Jones, Eutty Cuanvorre, Cheltenham 5 Hickerby, Cheltenham 
Taoxuas Laace ange a > piace 6 ee kfriara rd 

Lez, Feepericx, neen Victoria 
Lee, Beane, Packherd, (0tW Mark Bi Gov Iisnn - 
 etiaag ee April1l4 Watkins & Pufleyn, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Lows, Wi1114m, Upton, Little Hereford, Farmer April10 Davis, Tenbury 
o wis, Gzonoz, Temple Sowerby, Westmoreland April10 Nowell & Co, Burnley 





Mawnsercu, Groncz, Bootle, Cumberland, Farmer March 25 Clark & Sons, Broughton 
in Furness 


Massa, Srsyxtxa, Bellevue rd,Wandsworth{Common April3 Booth, Croydon 

Mavuz, Hewry, Barnet, Licensed Victualler May1 Boyes & Son, Barnet 

Neate, James, Bl b sq, Architect May1 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ne .uist, Evizasera, Hartlepool, Butcher April 8 Bell, West Hartlepool 

Parpey, Grorcz, Buckland, Lymington, Hants March 31 Heppinstall & Clark, 


Lymington 
Parkins, ALFRED, Boreham Wooi, Elstree, Herts, Brewer Mavi Boyes & Son Barnet 
sie oe Rosgrt, Duke In, Kensington, Artiss April 12 Crump & Son, Leaden. 
a 


Pariuipps-Teesy, Paut Winstor, Goodamoor, nr Plympton April3 Bewes & Dickenson, 
tonehouse, Plymouth 

Porrsr, Rev Sipney, Skidby Vicarage, nr Hull April6é Priestman, Hull 

Racxstgaw, Grorce, Gravesend Aprill Hatten, Gravesend 

Ricuarpsox, Epuunp Wiuu1am, Alexandra Park rd, Muswell Hill April 9 Parker & 

Hollebone, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
ens — Wimborne, Dorset March 20 Luff & Raymond, Wimborne Minster, 
Tse! 


Ryay, Jouy, Mallow, Cork, Shopkeeper April 16 Kepple, Mallow, Co Cork 

Smrrnu, Mary, South Bank, Yorks April16 Preston, Middlesbrough 

Stuckey, WiLu1am, North Weald, Essex April25 Batchelor & Cousins, Queen st 

a: Josers, Bootle, Cumberland, Farmer April 10 Butler & Son Broughton in 
ness 

Toner, Wit114m, Farnworth, Lancs, Beerseller April10 Dutton, Acresfield, Bolton 

Triscater, Sopata Lucy, Elgin cres April 2 Coote & Richards, Lincoln’s inn fields 

VANDERKISTE, GrorGE Wecus.in, Ramsgate April 14 Guillaume & Son, Salisbury sq 

Warp, Arraur James, Croydon Licensed Victualler April 17 Surridge & Mullis, 


Chancery In 
Warp, Gzonrc#, Gresham st, Tob ist April15 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Warp, Louisa, Croydon, April 7 Surridge & Mullis, Chancery In 


Wixi, Witiuiam Cuartes Hamitton, Erdington, Birmingham, April 17 Preston, 








WInTERBOTHAM, WasHinaton LarayretTgz, Wembdon, Bridgwater April 15 Ellis de 


Vesian & Co, Old Jewry 
Wirsineton, CoarLotre, Dunstable April 24 Gates, Luton 


London Gasette—Tuxrepay, March 16 


Apamson, Jutra, Melbourne, York, Farmer April 20 Kay, York 
Bares, Wi1.u14M, Patricroft, Lancaster April 30 Hollinrake, Eccles 
Bensamin, Jonw Kyitt Kinsman, Brinklow, Warwick, MRCS April 30 Collisson & 
Co, Bedford row 
Berwick, Hannan, Shipley, Yorks April15 Atkinson. Bradford 
Bisuor, Lity, Cheyne gdns, Chelsea April15 Carter, Chancery In 
Boyes, Mary Powsgtt, Ilfracombe May1 Rowe & Warren, lifracombe 
Burpwoop, WILLIAM Pirt, East Stonehouse, Devon April10 Rodd, East Stonehonse 
Burrers, Bensamin Hantow, Nottingham, Architect March 30 Stocker, Nottingham 
Cuew, Susan, Rochdale April 13 Yates, Southport 
—-, Sa, SOREN, Conduit st, Gold Laceman April 10 Downey & Linnell, 
nduit 
Coutins, Wiit1aM, Pokesdown, Hants April 24 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 
Cooper, Wi1L1L1AM, St Mary’s ter, Kensal Rise, Greengrocer April 10 Stringer & Stringer 
Parr’s Bank chmbrs, Kilburn 
Crunpwe.t, Saran Anns, Bromley, Kent May 18 Kenneth & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 
Dawson, Francis Staunton Massy, Queen’s Gateter April30 Gadsden & Pennefather, 
Bedford row 
Garp, Taomas, Plymouth April30 Gard & Co, Devonport 
GarpyeR, Joun Meacocg, Liverpool April 24 Payne & Co, Liverpool 
meme ns a Rothbury, Northumberland, Hotel Proprietor April 15 Middlemas, 
awic 
Guy, oe Sparkhill, Worcester, Beerkouse Keeper April 30 Gem & Co, Bir- 
mingham 
Hacoaer, Rocer Lionet, Jacobabad, Scinde, India Maich 30 Hopgoods & Dowson, 
Spring gdnos 
Harpy, Epuunp Peagmetu, Newcastle upon Tyne, Carver and Gilder April 16 Ward, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Harrtiey, Bensamiy, Rochdale, Coal Merchant April{0 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
aoe eas shirebrook, Derby, Licensed Victualler April 13 Smith & Co, 
effie 
Hawoerrn, Epmuyp, Rishton, Lancaster, Farmer April 20 Cooper & Son, Blackburn 
Hawtaynyg, Taomas Moyraomery, Teddington April 30 Hawtayne, Queen st pl 
Hosson, Ricuarp, Bromborough, Chester April 16 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
Houtey, Epwarp, Bridport, Dorset, Draper March 31 Whetham. Bridport 
Hoayine James, Powell rd, Clapton April 26 White, John st, Bedford row 
Hognspy, Marcaret Anx, Failsworth, nr Manchester April 16 Tylor, Oldham 
Hurtcuixson, Toomas AgtHur Lams, Hawthorae ter, Durham, Estate Agent April 22 
Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Jaccrer, Janz, Milnthorpe, nr Wakefield April19 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 
James, Curistopuer, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler April 30 Francis, Cardiff 
Jouxson, Jonn Wi.LLiaM Bupps, Hethersett, Norfolk April 22 Wiltshire & Sone, Gt 


Yarmouth 
Key, Mary Magia, Southport May12 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
er, nr Ringwood, Hants April 17 G 


Marso, Manianye, Po 
icester 

Moors. Cuantes James Dupont, Antill rd, Bow April 30 Turner & Osborn, Leadenhall st 

Moss, Henry Lewis May 1 Isaacs & Lewis, Basinghball st 

Moxuay, - 9 eat Whittingstall rd, Fulham April 12 Tatham & Lousada, Old 


Broad s 
Nerison, Dovetas, Bessborough st April10 Tuckey, Harpenden 
Patmer, Lady Karuaging Mitiicent, Dorney, Windsor April 12 Dimond & Son, 
Welbeck st 
PBarkixs, WILLIAM Trevor, Gresford, Denbigh .April16 Barker & Rogerson, Chester 
Paneer, Rozert, Whittingham, nor Preston, Lancs April 10 Craven & Son, 
reston 
Payw ,Faeperic WiIi14m, Unus, Russian Caucasus April 20 Sarah Payn, Oakdell 
Bickley, Keut 
PexscivaL, Samvet, Lozells, Aston juxta Birmingham, Pearl Stud Manufacturers April 
10 Walthall & Prichard, Birmingham 
Pinver, Sau, Wyke, Bradford, Tailor April 12 Farrar & Co, Bradford 
Roperts, Ricwarp, Orsett, Essex April12 Gray, Grays, Essex 
Rorou, Wiu11am Dickason, Liverpool, Barrister Feb23 Parne & Co, Liverpool 
Saanrz, Ipa Many, Kichmondrd, Bayswater April26 Trotter & Paterson, Victoriast 
Suatvorv, Carouine, Leicester April 11 Bilison, Leicester 
Rewaeey, Wagan, Saint Helen Auckland, Durham, Farmer April 29 Jennings, Bishop 
uckian ~ 
Swany, Many Ketry, Egerton gdns April26 Thompson & Co, Carey st 
Tayior, Feancis Epwarp,Cherteey, Printer March 30 Chaldecott, Chertsey 
TayLor, Harkrett, Nottingham March 30 Stocker, Nottingham 
Texry, Emma, Peozance, Cornwall April 27 Thomas, Penzance 
eee Caruenine Parmer, Milehouse, Devonport April 10 Rodd, East Stonehouse, 
evon 
Taoursox, Tom, Alston, Cumberland April 8 Todd, Whitehaven 
Tuorwzty, James, Chiswortb, Derby, Tailor A 10 Knowles & Son, Hyde 
Wanpixoton, Joux, East Stoke, Nottingham y 10 Smith & Co, Horbling, Folking- 


Watsewaiout, Caantorre Emrty, Broadstairs, Kent, April 30 Daniels, Ramsgate 
Weosres, Timorny, r, Engineer May12 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Wuirs, Cuarvorre, Fowey, Cornwall April 30 Janson & Co. College hill 
Woopenv, James, Liverpool, Chemist y12 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 

Youna, James, Tunbridge Wells, Builder April8 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 


E & F Bouskell, 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 19. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. al 

x, Tuomas Sprot, Biddulph mans, Elgin av, Medi 

Snes. itione® High Court Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

Barnes, Jonn MERgpiTH, yy Sussex, Auctioneer 
Brighton Pet Mar 1 ‘Ord Mar 1 

Bratt, WILLIAM, ra Surrey, Butcher Croydon Pet 
Mar 16 Ord Mar16 

Beoxett, Jossra James, Gower rd, Forest am Tug 
Owner High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 1 

Benost, V, Piccadilly, Caterer High Court Pet Feb 20 
Ord Mar 15 

BieNatt, Cuantse, Backford rd, Brixton, Comedian 
High Court Pet Mari6é Ord Mar 16 

Buexxinsop, Tuomas WisTER, Newcastle on Tyne New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 15 

BainoaewaTer and Wricar, ) ork rd, King’s Cross, Ele: tri- 
cal Engineers High Court Pet Feb 5 Ord Mar 16 

Brown, Herpert James, Colchester, Greengrocer Colches- 
ter Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Coxon, Fraxois, Josrru, Shieldfield, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

Cryer, EpwArp Norman, Tetherdown, Muswell Hill, Agent 
High Court Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 : ! 

Cure, Farperick Wiiuam, Ilford, China Retailer 
Chelmsford Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Darters, Henny JOserx a Boot Repairer 
Southampton Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 

Davies, Jonny, Pontarlleche, Llangadock, ee Inn- 
keeper Carmarthen Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Davies, A ag - Clydach Vale, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Deyxis, Witu1amM Hersert, gs ago Surgeon Dentist 
High Court Pet Feb6 Ord Mar 15 

Drive, Joun WuirrorpD, Billiter st, PaperMerchant High 
Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Mar 12 

Ganratt, Frayx, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 17 

Garntuwaitz, Bryax, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Atten- 
dant at Railway Station Durham Pet Mar 17 Ord 
Mar 17 

Hanaby, Jounx, Llandudno, Labourer Bangor Pet Mar 
16 Ord Mar 16 

Hazrer, Tuomas, Bourton on the Water, Glos, Market 
Gardener Cheltenham Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Harvey, Joun Jossrn, Pontefract, Yorks,Grocer Wake- 
field Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Hotuay, J W, Morley, tee Rag Merchant Dewsbury 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 


Hueurs, Pur, Hereford, Coal Retailer Hereford Pct | 


Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Huyt, Atrrep, Hockley, Birmingham, Builder Birming- 
ham PetMar3 Ord Mar 16 

Hust, Jonn, Hugglescote, Leicester Burton on Trent Pet 
Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

Jacoss, Wootr, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant Tailor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Jott, Freperic James, Keyham, Devonport, "Bodecber 
Plymouth Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Kay, Evwarp, Bradford, Cabinet Maker Bradford Pet 
Mari15 Ord Mar 15 

Le Grice, Heasert, Lowestoft, Draper Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Mar15 Ord Mar15 

Lewis, Freprrick, Swansea, Ship Broker Swansea Pet 
Mari15 Ord Mar 15 

Lituey, Faeperick Witi1am, Lebanon Park, Twickenham 
Brentford ._Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

Lucas, Pater, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Mar 12 
Ord Mar 17 

Luckine, ArcHinatp Carter, Chipping Ongar, Essex, 
Baker Chelmsford: Pet Mar 17_ Ord Mar 17 

McQui1t1y, JosErn, — -_ Cabinet Maker Leicester 
Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 

Mears, Jounx, Le ndenball. st, Ship Broker High Court 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Mar 17 

Mitisz, Tuomas WILLIAM Tueoporg, and Taomas Atrrep 
Cuxratt, Kettering, Curriers Northampton Pet 
Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Nicuo.son, Stzpuen WILitAm, and Roseer Cooxe, Upper 
Thames st, Lead M Merchants High Court Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 17 

Patz, Txomas, +p Lanes, Accountant Burnley 

Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 1 





Parrsrsox, Faances, New Bond st High Court Pet Feb 
8 Ord Mar 17 


Payne, oy Billson st, Cubitt — Timber Merchant 
gh Court’ Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 
Paics, Henry, Newtown, Deals Wood, Worcester, 
Licensed Victualler Dudley Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 
Prosser, Eustace, Herefo: Innkeeper Hereford Pet 
Marl5 Ord Mar 15 


Putiey, Faeperic Meter, Riverside, hart Bucks, 
Archit tect High Court Pet Marié Ord Mar 16 

RamspEN, Faancis Evitex, Dewsbury. York, Dressmaker 
Dewsbury Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

—— Garry Mitcue.y, Exeter Exeter Pet Mar 16 

r 16 

Smita, Georcr, Wolverham: ‘ evteaies Wolverhamp- 
ton Pet Mar 15 Ord 

Squirrett, Jonn Samvust, Cros ron, Leather Merchant 
Croydon Pet Mari7 Ord 

Strarrorp, WiLLiam JAMEs, Balsall. ‘Hes th, Birmingham, 
Baker . Birmingham Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Stanton & Co, Lavender hill, Drapers Wandsworth Pet 
Mar 8 Ord Mar 17 

Txomas, Jony, Swansea, Printer Swansea Pet Mar 16 
Ord Mar 16 

Tremaix, Frepe+icx, Sandling, Boutep, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Maidstone Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 17 

Tarickert, ALBERT, Mexborough, Yorks, Provision Dealer 
Snetfield Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 1 

Tucker, Artnur, Honiton, on ang Dairyman Exeter 
Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

Varuey, Ricaarp, Leeds, Foreman Wheelwright Leeds 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Wakrrex, James Aatuur, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Neve- 
paper Proprietor Northampton Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 


oni Taomas, Penrith, Grocer Carlisle Pet Mar 4 
Ord Mar 16 


Wuitr, Wyspsam James, sen, Clifton Wood, Bristol, 
Gardener Bristol Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 
Wuitrneap, Water WILLIAM, - ame Mason Ban- 
bury Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 1 
Witsy, Josuva, Manchester, Timber Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Mar17 Ord Mar all 
Wituiams, Grorce Lioyp, Bangor, Carnarvon, Hair- 
dress-r Bavgor Pet Mar 15 Sora Mar 15 
Witsox, Eaxest, Knottingley, Yorks, Baker Wakefield 
Pet Mar16 Ord Mar 16 
Wericut, Harry, Derby, Tram Driver Derby Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 17 
Amended Notice substituted for that patent 8 in the 
London Gazette of March 5 
Leieu, J Dicxtysoyx, Durham, Doctor of Medicine Durham 
Pet Jan 22 Ord 2 
Amended Notice sudstituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 9 : 
Cursnick, Atpert Brak, yy Provision Dealer 
Brentford Pet Feb 13 Ord Mar 
Amended Notice substituted for that eaptiteed | in the 
London Gazette of March 12 
| Norru, Dupiey G, Knightsbridge High Court Pet Jan6 
Ord Mar 6 





FIRST - MEETINGS. 


A.Lawn, THomas Sprot, Biddulph mans, Elgin av, Regis- 

he, Medical Practitioner April2 at1 Bankruptcy 
3, Carey st 

Bratt, "Sasom, Oxted, Surrey, Butcher Mar 29 at 11.30 
182, York rd, Westminster Bri 

Brcxerr, Joszrpn James. Gower rd, Forest Gate, Tug 

bonny 2 opeis lati Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Benoist, V,‘Piccadilly, Caterer afar 30at1l1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Garey st 

Bentiey, Witi1am, Swettenham, Cheshire, Farmer Mar 
= 10.45 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 

Biene.t, Caar.es, Hackford rd, Brixton, Comedian Mar 
30 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bittoy, Ropert WitiiamM, West Hartle Joiner Mar 
8iat2 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sund 

Buienxrinsop, THomas Winter, Newcastle on Tyne Mar 
27 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

— ~o & Wuost, York ae. eee’ 8 o — lectrical 

rs 2 at 12 ptcy ss, y st 

Bairrary, Bert Beysamin, Wi Grocer Mar 30 at 11.30 

Off Rec, Wolverhampton 











Browy, Hersert James, Colchester, Greengrocer Mar 30 
at li Colchester 


Burrox, Joux, Ashborne pihome, Deatas Genera. ». 
Dealer Mar 27 at 11.30 Of Ree, 47 Full st, Derby 
Copsey, Atrrep Atzeret, Ballingdon, Essex, 
K Mar 30 at 11°15 ae Coan: 


cis Josern, Newcastle on Tyne 
Mar 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 


castle on Tyne 
Cryea, Epwarp Normay, ers Se hom 4 Agent 
Mar 30 at 


1 gw tg Moe 
Darrsers, Henry nny. apton, Boot Stee 
Mar 27 at 11 Rec, Midland chmbrs, High st, 
Davirs, Tuomas, Clydach Vale, Glam, Collier Mar 27 at 
10.30 Off Rec, brs, "Pontypridd 


Coxon, 


D Ww: Ht — Ose com 1, 8 Dentist 
ENNIS, WILLIAM Hegpert, 
Mar 29 at 1 Bankruptcy ne he 
Deixe, Joun Waress Lo Merchant 
Mar 29 at11 Bankru 


biden, Cavey 
GargTuwaiTe, Bryay, bishsy uckland, Attendant at 
Railway ‘Station Mar 80° at 8 Off Rec, 3, Sener pi, 


Sunder! 
Haicu, Rosert, Rochdale, Slater April 2at 11.30 Town- 
hall, Rochdale 


. North Wingfield, pate. Butcher 
, 47, Full st, Derby 

Harper. Gone Bourton on the Water, Glos, Market 
Gardener Mar 30 at 8.15 County Court bidgs, 


Hat Anravn, Pils 
Mar 27 at 11 0: 


Hageison, Witi1am, Melincrythan, Neath, Glam, Roller- 
man Mar 27 atil Off Rec, Government bldgs, Frog 


st, Swaneea 
Harvey, Jonw Jossrn. Pontefract, Yorks, Grocer Mer 
29 at 10.30 Off Rec, 6, Send w=. Wakefield 
ae = ——— Hethersett, N: me, Machinist Mar 27 
1. 


Off Rec, 8, 
am, Heby, Bi Milliner Mar 29 at 12 


eer i ows Te 
ear | Frep, Radips ie, 0 Weymouth, Builder Mar 29 at 
EH Ro “io Aes pone. Saddler April 5 at 
me | RERT oe 
11.30 County Court, 24, Cambridge Hastings 
~~ Tuomas Morys, Mold, Flint, Grocer Mar 29 at 12 


J = Drayton Green 28, Baling, Obestered 
OLLY, D, GIFFORD, 
Accountant Mar 81 at 12 14, pif, Bedford row 
Bradford. Cabinet Maker Mar 29 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, Duke st, Bradford 


Le Gaicz, Hersert, Lowestoft, Draper Mar 29 at 12 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yard, London 
— ye Durham, Doctor Mar 31 at 3 Off 
nor 
MoQuinu, pte Lester Cabinet Maker Mat 29 
Mrues, Dayip, exh, Builder April 5 at 11 County 


NicHosox, ‘Sarin age ra. Liam, and Bosgret Cooxe, Upper 
Thames st. L esamamene Mar 29 at 12 Bank- 


Noasz, mRick Grorcs Ricnarp, Gaywood, Norfolk 
Railway Clerk Mar 27 at 12.30 Off Reo, 8, King st 


N 
PatTrersox, Frayces, oe Due Mar 29 ati Bank- 
PayxE, Gronce, Cu Town, Tis Len Merchant Mar 29 
at 12 be oe one, 
a oe Devon, “shoe Seve dae April 1 


at Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
owns, Sone. Brancaster, Norfolk, Engineer Mar 27 


Off Reo, 8, st, Norwich 
Buf fh Mar 27 at 11 Off Rec, 
yrom st, Manchester 
Pottery, Freperic MELLE nc eer ay 
Architect Mar 29 at 11 


Rees, Lewis, Taibach, Port Talbot, G ig ys Mar 

30 at 11 Off Rec, Go ee 
sea 

Rosgats, Harry Mircsetu, Exeter April 1 at 10.30 Off 
Rec ord circus, Exeter 


» 9. 


wana, Som, Coleford, Glos, Grocer, Mar 30 at 12.30 Of 
Ree, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mona 

os Wrissax | ae ga New Southgate Clerk Mar 
Slat3 14, Bedford ro 


To eas, Honiton ;Devon Dairyman April lat 
“10.30 O Off Reo, 9, Bedfora circus, Exeter 
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Vazrtzy, Ricnarp Leeds, Foreman Wheelwright Mar 29 | 
atll Off Bec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Watton, Aven, Clayton bridge, Manchester, Insurance | 
Collector Mar 27 at 10,30 Off Ree, Byrom st, Manches- | 


Warsox, Tomas, Penrith, Cumberland, Grocer Mar 27 at | 
1130 34, Fisher st Carlisle 

Wieratt, James, Biddulph, Staffs, Painter Mar 30 at 
11.15 Off Reo, 23, King Edward 


st, Macclesfield 
Wrxis, Rosgst iiavay, Glouseter, Jeweller Mar 27 at 
3 Off Rec, Station rd, Glouceste 
Witsor, Eayrsr, Knottingley Yorks, Baker Mar 29 at 11 
Off , 6, Bond terr, eld 
Wisor, Harry CoxsTaxTINR, Littlestone on Sea, Kent, 
Colonel April5at 12 County Court, 24, Cambridge 


Wooprorp, HARLES Witrrip, Bembridge, I of W, 
Butcher 27at 1.15 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, 


Newport, I of W 


Amended Notice substituted fo oe ' tcc, in the 
London Gazette of Mar 
Wuirz, Witu1am, 8t Leonards, sata Builder Mar 24 
at12 Off Rec, Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atay, pees Srror, Biddulph mans, Elgin av, Registered | 
Medical Practitioner High Court Pet March 17 Ord | 


17 
Bgawz, Wititam, Oxted, + Tag Butcher Croydon Pet 
Riek 2, Endeloigh h gd E 
8, ARTHUR, ei ins, Euston sq, einitans | 
Traffic High Court Pet Oct 1 Ord Mari7 | 
Banson, Harry, imblalon, Financier High Court Pet | 
Sept 29 O h 15 
Biaweit, Cuagies, Brixton, Comedian High Court Pet | 
March 16 Ord March 16 
Bitiztt, Joun Taomas, Richmond, Baker Wandsworth | 
Pet Oct 15 March 15 


Bovet, Cuartzs Louis, Tanze = Hampstead High 
Court Pet Jan4 Ord March 
Barrrain, Bert Bensamix, Walsall. Grocer Walsall Pet | 
March 1 Ord March i2 
Selman, Nicnowas, Broad st av, Solicitor High | 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Mar 15 
Brown, Hexrperr James, Colchester, Greengrocer Col- 
chester Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar15 
Coxox, Francis Josgrn, Shieldfield, Newcastle on Tyne, 
© Newcastle on Tyne Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 
Crrzr, Epwarp Norman, bg ey om — Agent 
High Court Pet Mar17 Ord Ma 
Cunaiz, Freperice Wru11ax, Ilford, Euex, China Retailer 
Chelmsford Pet Mar15 Ord Mai | 
Darrers, Henzy Josrrs, aahemaien, Boot Repairer | 
pton Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 17 | 
Davizs, Joux, Pontarlleche, Llangadock, Carmarthen, | 
Innkeeper Carmarthen Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 
Davizs, Tuomas, Clydach Vale, Glam, Collier Pontyprida | 
Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 





Dara, Jonn WaitrorD, ere. 3, Paper Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan 19 Ord Mar 

Garratt, Frank, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 17 

| GartHwaite, Bryan, Bishop Aucklund, Durham, Attend- | 
ant = Railway Station Durham Pet Mar17 Ord 
Mar 1 

GarTox, Wun: LIAM, eee, Florist Greenwich Pet 
Mar li Ord Mar 


Hawasy, Joun, a Labourer Bangor Pet Mar | 


16 Ord Mar 16 

Harper. Taomas, Bourton on the Water, Glos, ene | 
Gardener Cheltenham Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 

Harvey, Joun Joszeru, Mill Dam, Pontefract, , = 
Wakefield Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Houeues, Paiuip, nae =a Coal Retailer Hereford Pet 
Mar 13 Ord Mar 1 


Hust, sone, "Hugzlescote, Leicester Burton on Trent 
Pet Mar 1 


Hurwey, James, Annette rd, Holloway, ae Victualler 
High Court Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 

Jacons, Wootr,}Kingston upon Hall. “ Merchant Tailor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Jour, Faeperick James, Keyham, Devonport, pore, 
Bootmaker Plymouth Pet Mar 15 Ord Marl 

Kay, Epwagp, Bradford, Cabinet Maker Bradford Pet 
Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Lez Grice, Heasert, Lowestoft, Draper Great Yarmouth 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

| Lian, J. Dickinsow, a Al Doctor Durham Pet Jan 

Ord Mar 18 


| Lewis, Freperick, a, eeneee, Ship Broker Swansea Pet 
Mari5 Ord Mai 

| Lattury, Freperic Wiutzas, Twickenham Brentford Pet 
Mar 16 Ord Mar 1 

Luckinc, ARCHIBALD Saneei: Chipping emer d Essex, 
Baker Chelmsford Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 1 

| MoQuituis, JoszpH, Leicester, Cabinet Maker " eibiiee 
Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

Mitver, Tomas Wit1u1am THeoporr, and Tuomas ALrrep 
Curratt, Kettering, Curriers Northampton Pet Mar 
15 Ord Mar 15 

Paxk, Saran, Sheringham, Norfolk Nozrwich Pet Feb 10 
Ord Mar 16 

Pare, Toomas, Lancs, Accountant Burnley Pet Mar 16 
Ord Mar 16 

Purpps, Samugt, Ashburnham, Devon, Shoemaker Exeter 
Pet Mar il Ord Mar 15 

Pricz, Hexry, Newtown, Dudley Wood, Worcester, 
Licensed Victualler Dudley Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Prosser, Eustace, Hereford, Innkesper Hereford Pet 
Mari5 Ord Mar 15 


Portey, Freperic Metizr, Taplow. Bucks, Architect 
High Court PetMari6é Ord Mar16 

Ramspew, Fraycis Ertex, Dewsbury, Dressmaker Dews- 
bury PetMar15 Ord Mar 15 

Roserts, Harry Mircuert, Exeter Exeter Pet Mar 16 | 
Ord Mar 16 


Sasun, Devi Dayat, Brady st, nat, "Physician 
High Court Pet Mar 2 Ord Mar 26 

Suitx, Grorez, Wolverhampton, Bootmaker Wolyg. 
hampton Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 16 

SquimeeLt, Joun Samuet, Croydon, Leather Merchant 
Croydon Pet Mari7 Ord Mar17 

Strarrorp, Witi1am James, Balsall Heath, Birmingham, 
Baker Birmingham Pet Mari5 Ord Mar 15 

| Stantow, Atpert Eanzst, Aston, Birmingham, Cabing 
Maker Birmingham Pet Feb19 Ord Mar 17 

| THomas, © ag) Swansea, Printer Swansea Pet. Mar 16 

6 

' Taemain, Frepeeick, Sandling, Boxley. Kent, License 

l Victualler dstone Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

Trickett, ALBERT, Mexborough, Yorks, Provision Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Tucker, AntHur, Honiton, Devon, Dairyman Exeter Pe 
Mari6 Ord Mar 16 

Vantry, Ricuagp, Leeds, t are Wheelwright Leeds 
Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

Warren, James Anruur, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, News. 
ag Proprietor Northampton Pet Mar 16 Ord 


Wurtz, Wrynpuam James, sen, Clifton Wood, Bristol, 
Gardener Bristol Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar16 

Witoy, ee Manchester, Timber Merchant ‘Manchester 
Pet Mar 17° Ord Mar 17 

MF oy een Luioyp, Bangor, Carnarvon, Hairdregser 
Bangor Pet Mar 15 ‘Ord Mar 15 

Wericut, Harry, Derby, Tram Driver Derby Pet Mari? 
Ord Mar 17 


Amended Notice substituted for that pemaat in the 
London Gazette of Feb 25: 


Korriaysky, Harry So.romoy, King st, Hammersmith 
Tobacco Dealer High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb33 


London Gazette.—T vzspay, March 23. 
} RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barxer, Wit.14m, Shibden, Halifax Yorks, Coal Merchant 
Halifax Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 

Barry, Jonun Harotp Tuatcrer, snd Norman Vicrog 
TuatcuEer Barry, Horfield Bristol, Corn Merchants 
Bristol Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Bennett, James Coverparz, Middlesbrough, Coal Dealer 
Middlesbrough Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 19 

Bitson, Tuomas, Watford, Stationer St Albans Pet Mar 
19 Ord Mar 1 





BrrkweaD, Grorce Wittiam, Liversedge, York, Coal Mer. 
it Dewsb' Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 
Brewers, Watter Heney, Worcester, Baker Worcester 

Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 18 
Carss, Wit11am Rosert, Portsmouth, Hante, Corset 
| Manufacturer Portsmouth PetMar3 Ord Mar 17 
| Coresens: CJ, Canterbury Canterbury Pet Jan 2 Ord 


Crappock, Atrrep, Northampton, Market Gardener 
Northampton Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 
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Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON, Chairman (Nicholson, Pattersoo, & Freeland). 
CHARLES P, JOHNSON, Esq., Vice-Chairman (Johnsons, Long, & Raymond-Barker). 








Peake, ‘Bird, Co Collins, & Co. .. 
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Ha. (Rawls i & fe 
er, Heaton, igram 
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GEORGE ng BELL, Esq. 
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C. W. GRAHAM wil, (Lawrence, Graham, & Co.). 
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HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton, & Tx). HITE 
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FRED. 
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, Esq. 
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' 
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E. Ww HEA 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


2 Esq. (formerly of Newman, Paynter, & Co.). 
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This Society consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience oi the requirements of, the Legal Profession 
is able to offer special facilities to Solicitors for the transaction of Fire Insurance business on the most favourable terms, whilst it 
enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 

Prospectuses and Proposa) Forms may be had on application, 





The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom. 
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om James, Manchester Manchester Pet Jan 22 Ord 

eb 17 

Garritas, Joux, Crinallt Farm, nr Neath, Cattle Salesman 
Neath Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 

Guizow, Rorert Cart Farizprich Tazopore, Bexley 
Heath, , Kent, Florist High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord 

12 

Haztizy, Joszrn, Manchester, File Cutter Manchester 
Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 18 

Haypes, Bexsamin Watrer, Herne Bay, Rouitng House 
Keeper Canterbury Pet Mar19 O . Marl 

Hazett, Grorrazry CHARLES, Bressingham., ® Norfolk, 
Farmer Ipswich Pet Mar19 Ord Mar} 

Hopexins, Jonn Barrratrn, Idle, _ Bentaa, ae Brad- 
ford Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 1 

Hupsox, Freprrick, and lll Herpert Cranpiry, 


Dorking, Surrey, Cycle Makers Croydon Pet Mar 19 | 
ar 19 


Ord M 

Houxrase. Tom, qavertan, Devon, Butcher 
Mar 19 Ord Mar 1 

Jouyson, Ropert awe Masz, Worcester Park, Surrey, 
Clerk Croydon Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 

Kissy, Tuomas Joseru, Gravelly Hill, Warwick, Baker 
Birmingham Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 

Kitson, WiLL1AM James, Lye, Worcester, Baker Stourbridge 
Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

Kyicut, Witi1aM, Reading, Decorator Reading Pet Mar 
19 ‘Ora Mar 19 


Kxour, Josra, Bristol, Watchmaker Bristol Pet Mar 19 
re 

Laytox, ats me Jou, Bileby, Leicester, Baker Leicester | 
Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 18 
vepay, Gronee Wau Eanest, Dartmouth, Devcn, Baker | 
Plymouth Pet Mari9 Ord Mar 19 

Ottver, Josrrx Hutcarxson, Darlin 
Agent Durham Pet Mari9 Ord Mar 19 


Exeter Pet 


Panny, Rosert Davin, Holyhead, Grocer Bangor pet | # 


20 Ord Mar 20 
Pows tt, Grorar, Warley, Worcester, Farmer West Brom- 
wich Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 
Raines, Exizaseru, Luton, Bedford, — — Manu- 
facturer Luton Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 


Ranyagp, Ropert Henry, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Joiner | 


Lincoln Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 18 


Saypers, Witt1aM Henry, Aston Manor, Warwick, Grocer 


Bo Birmingtiam Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 

oTT, CHaRLes GAgnett, Menston, York, Farmer Leeds | 
Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 19 

Sacer, Waurer Heasert, Redland. Bristol, 
Decorator Bristol Pet Mar 19 Ord Mar 19 


Tuompson, Grorar Frepericx, Gt yo mame Inn- | 


keeper Norwich Pet Mar20 Ord Ma 


ms Fux, Leeds, Grocer Leeds oct Mar 28 Ord 


Teamae 4 Cuanizs Eanzst, Camberwell rd, 
High Co Court Pet Jan 29 ‘Ord Mar 18 8 ee 


War e Sg zna, Kingston, Surrey | a Surrey Pet 


Wars, James, Rochdal 
pp Ged. Mane a0 e, Estate Agent Rochdale Pet 








House | 
| Mayos, Groncs ey Darnall, Sheffield, ~ nme 


Amended Notices substituted a those published in the 
London Gazette of Mar 19: 


Dennis, Witt1am Hersert, Liverpool, Surgeon Dentist 
High Court Pet Feb5 Ord Mar 15 

Wixry, Josuua, Manchester, Timber Merchant Manches- 
ter Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barker, Wit11am, Shibden, Halifax, Yorks, Coal Mer- 
chant . 1 at 10.45 County Court, ’ Prescott st, 


Benson, Wiu1as, Bentley, nr Doncaster, Farmer Mar 31 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, sheffield 

Carss, WILLIAM Roserr, Portsmouth, Corset Manu- 
facturer Mar 3lat3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 

Curnik, Freperick Wrtram, Ilford, Essex, China and 
lronmongery Retailer April lat 12 14, Bedford row 

Daviss, Joux, Pontarlleche, Liangadock, Carmarthen, 

Innkeeper” Mar 31 at 12.15 Otf Rec, 4, Queen st 


a  - in Towers, Smethwick, Stafford, Black- 
smith April 1 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 
tion st, gham 

Feut, Wituam, Barrow in Furness, Railway Checker 
| hd Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


| Fowsse, _ CHARLES, Kusuls, Bristol, Tailor 
April3at12 Off Rec, 8 rd, 
| Hopextxs, Jonw Bairrary, Idle, Bradford, Grocer April 2 
at1l Ort Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 





| Houuipay, James Wittiam, Morley, York, Rag Merchant 


April Dat 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, ‘Corporation st, 
Dewsbury 
UDSON, Leyes and Ernest Hersert CranDLey, 
Dorking, 8 “ef Motor Engineers April 2 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Hueuss, Purp, Hereford, Coal Retailer Mar 31 at 12 
2, Offa st, Hereford 


| Huxrasie, Tom, Tiverton, Devon, Butcher April 7 at 


10.30 Off Kec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 


Jacoss, Wootr, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant Tailor 
April 1 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 


gate, Hull 
| Jounson, Rosert Foster Mase, Worcester Park, Surrey, 
ee April 1 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster 

ri 


Mar 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Shefti 

Maars, Joy, . Ship Broker Mar 3lat 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey ‘st 

Meraaarry, cy saree Insurance Broker Mar 31 

ff Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Miter, Trowas ass THRoporE, and Tsomas Atrrep 
Curnsa.t, K Northampton, Curriers Mar 31 at 
12 Off Rec, “ridge st Northampton 

Morrram, Joserx, Bredbury, Cheshire, General Dealer 
Mar Slat 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 





Patz, Tuomas, Padiham, Lancs, Accountant Mar 31 af11 
Off Reo, 13, Winckley st, a 
y Dealer Mar 31 


Pussivertox, Joux Epwis, 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 13, Wincek! oe 

Paice, Henry, Newtown ’ ‘Wood, Worcester, 
Li Victualler ‘April 1 at 12 Off Rec, 199, 
bag ee ree Mar 31 at 2.30 

Prosser, Eustace, ‘ Innkeeper : 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

Ramm, sp tneneet, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer April 
Sat Off Ree, Bridge st, N 


eR Frances Exrtex, Dewsbury, York, Dressmaker 
April 2at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 


sear Gomes Gannett, Menston, York, Farmer Mar 31 
Off Rec, 24. Bond st , Leeds 
Seactn, | Wares Heapest, Redland, Bristol, House Dec- 
ator Mar 3) at 11.45 bye hg ee og win st, Bristol 
Squuetea Joun SamusEL, Leather Merchant 
Slati2 182. York rd, oo Bo Bridge 
Srayxton, Atpert Exxest, Aston. Birmingham, inet 


Maker April 1 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 


st 
SraxtTox & Co, Lavender Drapers Mar 31 at 11.30 
2, York rd. eran 
Tomas, Jour, "Bwana, ie ag BN April 2 at 11 Off Rec, 
Government Frog 
Tinpet, FRANK, po Grocer Mar Slat 11 Off Rec, 24, 


st, 
Tremain, FREDERICK Kent, Licensed 
Rs ee ee 
Trickerr, AtBert, Mexborough, Y: 
Mar $1 at 12 uns Buvest, Oamborell 


Tuaner, Dr CHARLES eng 4, Physician 
Mar 31 at 12 Ban a 
Vaveuay, Taomas, Glyn © 8 atil Of 


eath, Butcher 

Rec, Government t bldgs, st, 

Wesser, Percy Hawxarorp, Brynmawr, Brecon, Boot- 
maker Mar 31 at 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, 


ey 9 Mon ; } 

Wauire, Lieut Atrezp, Kingues Surrey April lat 11.30 

132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Ware, Wrxpuam James, sen, Bristol, Gardener Mar 31 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 28, Bald Bri 

Wuireneap, Wauree Wit.14m, Brackley, Mason Mar 31 
atl2 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Wairraxer, Wiuiam Epwarp, ewes Coal Dealer 
Mar 31 at 11.30 11, en age = Worcester 

Wituiams, Grorcre Luoxp, r Camarron, Hair- 
dresser Mar 31 at 12 Orypt oh panes row, 


Wirirams, Wittiam Parrcuarp, Talywaen, 
" Comnereen, Quarryman April 2 at 12 May J 
Eastgate row, Chester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baaxes, WItuaM, ey Halifax, Yorkshire, Goal 
Merchant Halifax Pet 18 Ord Mar 18 
Bolton, Drysalter 


Battersby, WittiaM Eckensiey, 
Pet Feb.10 Ord Mar 18 
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and N Victor, 

Barney, Joux Hanoty THartcueEr, oRnMAN VICTOR, 

Taatonee Baxsx, Horfield, Bristol Corn Merchants 
Bristol Pet Mar 

Beokerr, Josern Samuet James, Gower rd, Forest Gate 

Owner High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 18 

Benwerr, James Coverpats, Middlesbrough, York, Coal 
Dealer Middlesbrough Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 19 

Brrxuead, Grorce Witi1aM, Littletown, Tiversstge, X yy 
Coal M: nt Dewsbury Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 

Rewweres, Watree Hexry, Worcester, Baker Worccater 
Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 

Crappock, Atrrep, Northampton, Market Gardener 

Northampton Pet Mar20 Ord Mar 20 

Fert, Wiuuam, Barrow in Furness, Railway Checker 

in Furness Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 18 

Gairritas, Jouy, Crinalilt Farm, nr Neath, Cattle Sales- 
man Neath and Aberavon Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 18 

Hager, Joszrx, Manchester, File Cutter Manchester 
Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 18 

Hawerss. Joun Laxr, atone, Earl’s Court High Court 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Mar 19 

Haypex, Bensamixs Water, Marine Parade, Herne Bay, 
Kent, es House Keeper Canterbury Pet Mar 19 
Ord Mar 19 

Hazett, Grorrrety CHARLES. - "cama Norfolk 
Ipswich Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 1 

Hopextins, Jonw Bairtary, — Broiford, Grocer Brad- 
ford Pet Mari9 Ord Mar 19 

Houurway, James Witi1am, Morley, York, Rag Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet Mar 4 ‘Ord Mar 18 

Homan, Juxivs, Central st, Old st High Court Pet Feb9 

Mar 19 

Hupsox, Faeepericx, and Hersert Ernest CRAnDLerY, 
Dorking, td Cycle Makers Croydon Pet Mar 19 
Ord Mar 1 

Huxtasze, ok siverten, Devon, Butcher Exeter Pet 
Mar 19 Ord Mar 1 

Kitsox, WILiiam To Lye, Worcester, Baker Stour- 
bridge Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 17 

eae Wirtiam, —_— Decorator Reading Pet Mar 
19 Ord Mar 1 


Kwourt, ioe Bristol, Watchmaker Bristol Pet Mar 19 
Ord Mar 1 


Lister, ood Foster, Wadsworth, nr Hebden Bridge, 
Yorks, Farmer Burnley Pet Feb 25 Ord Mar 20 
Lovepay, Grorcs Wm Envest, a, Devon, Baker 

Plymouth Pet Mar 19 Ord Mar! 
srg Persr, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Mar 12 Ord 


Mawpevittz, Atexis Moreton, Kensington Gore High 
Gourt Pet Feb9 Ord Mar 19 : 

Norra, Dupiey Joux, Knightsbridge High Court Pet 
Jan6 Ord Mar 18 

Ouiver, Joszrn Hurcaiysox, Darlingt 
mission Agent Durham Pet Mari9 Ord Mar 19 

Parey, Roserr Davin, Holyhead, Grocer Bangor Pet 

Mar20 Ord Mar 20 


Powztt, Grorce, Warley, Ve Farmer Wet 
Bromwich Pet Maris Ord Mar 1 
Rawyagp. Rosert Heney, Market eats, Lincoln, Joiner 
Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 18 
River, Hewry Joux, Rock Ferry, Chester Bristol Pet 
Feb6 Ord Mar 18 


Sacks, Emanvegt, ae hill, Draper Wandsworth 
Pet Mars Ord Mar 1 

Sanpeps, Wir ieee, Aston Manor, Warwick, Grocer 

ham Pet Mari8 Ord Mar 18 

Soorr, Coautzes Garyetr, Menston, York, Farmer Leeds 
Pet Mari9 Ord Mar 19 

Ssacer, Watrsxr Herseer, Redland, Bristol, 
Decorator Bristol Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 19 

Grorcz Faeprrics, Gt Hockham, Norfolk, 

r Norwich Pet Mar20 Ord Mar 20 


Tixpet., Feawx, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Mar 18 Ord 
Mar 18 


on, Durham, Com- 


House 


Tuompsox, 


Wartsor, penenen, Penrith, Grocer Carlisle Pet Mar 4 Ord 


‘Gamanees: Watrer Wits, Brackley, Mason Banbury 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 18 


Witts0s, Easzst, Knottingley, Baker Wakefield Pet Mar 
16 Ord Mar 16 


Wootcock, H T, Brighton, Credit Dra: Brighton Pe 
Feb 9’ Ord Mar 15 anilienny 


Amended Notice substituted - that ee in the 
Loxdon Gazette of 


Roper, Rupxiux McLarey, oie, Sine, Draper 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb 5 Ord Mar 6 
Amended Notice substituted for that - in the 
London Gazette of March 
W uy, Josuva, Moss Side, Manchester, 
Manchester’ Pet Mar17 Ord Mar i 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


baer Joux, Branston Fen, pee Lincoln Adjud 
24, 1905 Annul Mar 16, 1909 


Tinter Merchant 





REDUCTION 


n “Without Profits” 


Life Assce- Rates 


See. the new Prospectus of the 


ORTHER 


ASSURANCE CO¥- LT. 


1 Moorgate Street, E.C. 
Accumulated Funds (1907) £ 7,089,000 





OTORISTS’ PROTECTION ASSOCIA- 
A TION, LIMITED, whose Head Offices are in London, 
are desirous of appointing Legal Representatives in the 
principal districts outside the Metropolis.—Apply, in the 
first instance, to the Associat‘on’s London Solicitors, 
Mesers. Luoyp, Humpureys & Nimmo, 38, Cranbourn- 
street, London, W.C. 


foe SOLICITORS.—Re Trustee v. Bank 
Manager.—Required, the services of a Solicitor 
who is willing to sue for the Trustee the said Bank 
Manager and him solely and individually, with a view to 
enable the said Trustee to obtain an order of & Pass 5 
Judge to inspect the accounts kept at the Bank as 
trust.—Address, Kamwearoo, care of Barker & Co., 2, 
Castle-court, Birchin-lane, E.0. 








EQUIRED to Purchase for fund of 
£200,000, a Freehold Weekly Estate, in or around 
London; must pay clear 7 per ceat. —Particulars to 
Leng - F. Nosorm:r & Oo., Auctioneers, 54, Bow- 
ane, 





RUST Fund of £72,000 immediately avail- 
able for gilt-edged Cityand West End Mortgage 
Securities; interest 34 per cent. on goxd Freenolds.— 
Solicitors with securties are invi to communicate with 
Messrs. W. F. Nosorr: & CO., as above. 


UITES of CHAMBERS, immediately 
opposite the Law Courts, over ‘London and West- 
minster Bank, 218, Strand, W. 0., well suited for solici- 
tors ; divided in large and smail portions to suit tenants ; 
at reasonable rents, including taxes. ie ly to Messrs. 
Browrtr & Taror, Auctioneers, Warwick. -court, 
High Holborn. W.C., and Messrs. Gasteathen & Geeen, 
Auctioneers, 22, Chancery- lene, W.C. 








ATERHAM PREPARATORY SCHOOL. 
Rev. P. MORGAN WATKINS, M.A., Scholar of 
Winchester and Brasenose, Receives BOYS to be Pre- 
pared for the Public Schools and Royal Navy at the 
Dene, Caterham-on-the-Hill, 





[2 with one little girl, wishes to hear 

of another to share her nursery ; higheet legal and 
medical references.—Write “L. H.,” care of “* Solicitors’ 
Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





N INVESTOR with £3,000 to £5,000 can 


Telephone: 602 Holl 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCRE 


Founpep mm THE Reiter or Wiitiam & Many, 168 
ROBE COURT 

MAKERS. TAILO 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, | 


SOLICITORS’ GOWN 


LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVBT, E: 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Coron 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWN@ 
93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 190% 








BY AUTHORE 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate 


SHare Centiricates, Desentures, &c., ved 
printed. Orvicr1aL Szaus designed and execu be 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & co ® 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Berjeants’ Inn). 
Annual and nthar Raturns Stamned and Wiled 


AW. — GREAT Se ae ow 
t 25 t. ff 
Ae monk per cent en 0 e 





Full Co; 
PAPER.” Foolscay, 14. “per ‘sheet ; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 

KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, 


HERE SHALL I LIVE.”—Broch 
giving particulars of charming and 
Flats, at reascnsble rentals, on the most beautiful § 
healthy estate in London (within twenty minutes” 
Piccaailly), sent post-free on receipt of a p.c. add 
The Estate Office, Qaeen’s Ulub-gardens, West 
gingtou, Ww 


GL9() t £1,000; interest 2s. 6d. in the 
for agreed period. —W. Jackson, 70, Plym 
grove, Manchester. 


AW.—Wanted, a Chief Clerk and Jum 
Clerk in County Court (Bankruptcy and Dist 
Registry) in the Midlands; state age, experience, 
and references, &c,—A. G., * Solicitors’ Journal” © 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ASKELYNE and DEVANT 

MYSTERIES, St. George’s Hall, W. —Daily at 8; 
8 Mr. David Devant with new series of illusic 
including Beau Brocade ; Houston’s Chinese Magic 
E. lemsley in Studies of Children; Mr, Ex 
Hastings in Humour and Music at the Piano; and, ¢ 
ings only, Mr. Maskelyne’s Comedy of Marvels, 
Philosopher's Diamond, Seats 1s. to 5s, Children 
*Phone 1545 “Mayfair. 














price to matinées only. 








immediately secure 7 pe cont. Preference I I 
Capital Preferentialiy and Fully securea. An attendant 
Bonus in Ordinary Shares will bring the retarn up to 14 
per cent. Interest on amount invested. The bosiness is 
a Lonoon one and is a steady Industrial. Accountants’ 
balence-sheews show Profits as follows :—1906, £1,600; 
1907, £1,800; 1908, £2,100. The average Net Profits for 
= last eight years have been nearly £2,000 per year. 

y actual Investors or their Solicitors need apply.— 
Aides, Lozpon InpvusTetat, “ Solicitors’ Journal” 

, 27, Chancery-lane, W.0. 





ACCIDENTS of all kinds, 


SICKNESS, 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 


BURGLARY AND FIDELITY GUARANTEE RISKS 
INSURED AGAINST BY THE 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS ASSURANCE CO., 


Capital (fully subscribed) £1,000,000. 


64, CORNHILL, LONDON. 


Claims paid £5,600,000. 
A. VIAN, Seeretary. 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION. 
i lar, interesting, instractive, af 

expensive Entertainment in London. ; 
LIK PORTRAIT MODELS of H.L.M. the EMP# 
of GERMANY, T.M the KING and QUEEN of SP. 
and ali the Crowned Heads of Europes. Delightfal 
Tableaux Scenes, Afternoon Teas. Ohildza 
ae Admission 1s.; children under 12, 6d, 0 
10 10, 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 
For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in 
Metropolis agd Vicinity. 
Insrirurep 1817. 
Supported by Life and a Subscriptions and by 


Pm Association consists of & Solicitors residing and 
in the Se Se) ae ee 


ite grant rele to tee ive wt Oe 
‘ docmaued. Member, Xn if none, then to other 
ependent on  Sereuppent, 
The relief afforded last year amounted to £1,481, 
A subscription of One Guinea per annum constit 
en ee Ten Guineas membe 


Application to be made to the Szonerary, E. 
Barron, 3, Gray’s-inn-place, Gray’s-inn, London, WG, ~ 











